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ADVERTISEMENT    TO    THE    SECOND    EDITION. 


NINE  years  have  now  elapsed  since  "The  Old  Paths" 
appeared  as  a  volume.  They  have  been  translated,  in  the 
meantime,  into  Hebrew,  German,  and  French ;  and  their 
merits  discussed  by  the  learned  and  unlearned  of  the 
Jewish  people,  in  all  the  countries  of  their  dispersion.  The 
reception  has  in  general  been  favourable,  and  the  effect 
upon  the  Jewish  mind  perceptible.  Since  their  first  ap 
pearance,  the  West  London  Synagogue  and  the  Liturgies 
of  the  British  Jews,  both  renouncing  that  which  "  The  Old 
Paths "  pronounced  objectionable,  have  started  into  ex 
istence.  The  assembled  rabbies  at  Brunswick  and  Frank 
fort  have  discussed  topics  similar  to  some  treated  in  "The 
Old  Paths,"  and  in  some  cases  come  to  similar  conclusions 
respecting  the  value  of  Rabbinic  Traditions.  The  Reform 
Societies  of  Germany  have  commenced  a  formidable  attack 
upon  the  Oral  Law,  and  a  free  discussion  is  now  carried  on 
in  the  numerous  Jewish  periodicals  of  that  country,  of 
which  the  results  are  easily  foretold.  The  promised  Ger 
man  translation  of  the  Talmud,  if  ever  completed,  must, 
without  any  discussion,  overthrow  Talmudism.  Its  exhibi 
tion  in  any  European  language  is  the  most  fatal  attack 
that  can  be  made  on  its  authority.  It  needs  only  to  be 
seen  as  it  is,  in  order  to  be  rejected.  The  reader  is  again 
A  2 


Vi  ADVERTISEMENT. 

warned  against  mistaking  this  discussion  of  the  merits  of 
Rabbinism  for  an  attack  upon  the  Jewish  people,  or  the 
rabbies  of  the  present  clay.     The  reproach  attaches  not  to 
the  victims,  but  to  the  authors  of  tradition.     The  Jews  are 
a  great  and  a  noble  people,  and  the  majority  ignorant  of 
the  details  of  the  system,  by  which  they  have  been  bowed 
down  and  misrepresented  for  centuries ;   so  ignorant,  in 
deed,   that   some   zealously  undertake   a  defence   of  the 
whole,  maintain  that  Rabbinism  is  a  perfect  model  of  cha 
rity  and  wisdom,  and  regard  "  The  Old  Paths  "  as  a  mere 
emanation  of  common  Anti- Jewish  prejudice.      Such  per 
sons   are   requested   to   compare   these  papers  with   the 
articles  in  the  Jewish  periodical,  entitled,  "  Der  Israeli t 
des   Neun   zehnten   Jahr   hunderts,"    written   by   Rabbi 
Dr.  Holdheim,  and  other  distinguished  Jewish  scholars. 
They  will  there  find  that,  had  the  author  not  been  in 
fluenced  by  a  desire  to  avoid  all  occasion  of  unnecessary 
offence,  truth  might  have  been  stated  with  more  severity. 
A  mistake  in  one  number,  not,  however,  affecting  the 
argument,  has  been  corrected. 


ADVERTISEMENT  TO  THE  FIRST  EDITION. 


THE  reader  will  perceive,  by  the  date  at  the  head  of  each 
number,  that  the  following  papers  were  published  weekly, 
and,  from  the  contents,  he  will  readily  infer  that  they  were 
intended  for  distribution  amongst  those  Jews  who  still 
adhere  to  the  rabbinic  system.  But  in  presenting  them 
to  the  public  as  a  volume,  it  may  be  well  to  state  that  the 
great  object  was  to  exhibit  Judaism  as  it  appears  in  its 
practical  workings,  and  that,  therefore,  most  references 
are  made  to  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  and  to  the  codes  of 
law  commonly  in  use  amongst  rabbinic  Jews,  and  which 
are  considered  as  authoritative.  It  was  the  Author's 
wish,  not  to  ridicule  any  man's  superstition,  but  to  instruct 
those,  whom  Moses  and  the  Prophets  would  have  declared 
to  be  in  error.  He  has  therefore,  carefully  avoided  the 
tone  in  which  Eisenmenger  and  others  have  treated  this 
subject,  and,  in  treating  the  Jewish  legends,  has  confined 
himself  to  those  which  are  mentioned  in  the  prayers  of  the 
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Synagogue.  The  materials  are  the  result  of  many  years' 
study  and  practical  observation.  Buxtorf,  Majus,  Edzard, 
Eisenmenger,  Wagenseil,  &c.,  have  been  carefully  con 
sulted,  but  the  Jewish  Liturgies,  the  Arbah  Turim,  the 
Shulchan  Aruch,  the  Yad  Hachasakah,  are  the  principal 
sources,  whence  this  view  of  Judaism  has  been  drawn. 
The  Author  has  only  to  add  a  hope,  that  these  papers  may 
not  be  misunderstood,  either  by  Jew  or  Christian,  but  that 
all  who  read  them  will  carefully  distinguish  between  Juda 
ism  and  the  Jewish  people — and  a  wish,  that  they  may 
contribute  to  the  welfare  of  Israel,  and  the  promotion  of 
truth. 
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THE    OLD    PATHS. 


No.  I.* 

RABBIN1SM   NOT   A   SAFE  WAY  OF   SALVATION. 

.  SALVATION  is  OF  THE  JEWS.  Amongst  all  the  religious 
systems  existing  in  the  world,  there  are  but  two  deserving  of 
attentive  consideration,  and  they  are  both  of  Jewish  origin, 
and  were  once  exclusively  confined  to  the  Jewish  nation. 
They  are  now  known  by  the  names  of  Judaism  and  Chris 
tianity  ;  but  it  must  never  be  forgotten  that  the  latter  is  as 
entirely  Jewish  as  the  former.  The  Author  of  Christianity 
was  a  Jew.  The  first  preachers  of  Christianity  were  Jews. 
The  first  Christians  were  all  Jews ;  so  that,  in  discussing  the 
truth  of  these  respective  systems,  we  are  not  opposing  a  Gen 
tile  religion  to  a  Jewish  religion,  but  comparing  one  Jewish 
creed  with  another  Jewish  creed.  Neither  in  defending 
Christianity,  do  we  wish  to  diminish  aught  from  the  pri 
vileges  of  the  Jewish  people ;  on  the  contrary,  we  candidly 
acknowledge  that  we  are  disciples  of  the  Jews,  converts  to 
Jewish  doctrines,  partakers  of  the  Jewish  hope,  and  advocates 
of  that  truth  which  the  Jews  have  taught  us.  We  are  fully 
persuaded  that  the  Jews  whom  we  follow  were  in  the  right- 
that  they  have  pointed  out  to  us  "  the  old  paths,"  "  the  good 
way,"  and  "  we  have  found  rest  to  our  souls."  And  we, 
therefore,  conscientiously  believe,  that  those  Jews  who  follow 
the  opposite  system  are  as  wrong  as  their  forefathers,  who, 
when  God  commanded  them  to  walk  in  the  good  old  way,  re 
plied,  "  We  will  not  walk  therein."  Some  modern  Jews  think 
that  it  is  impossible  for  a  Jew  to  be  in  error,  and  that  a  Jew, 
because  he  is  a  Jew,  must  of  necessity  be  in  the  right.  Such 
persons  seem  to  have  forgotten  how  the  majority  of  the  people 
erred  in  making  the  golden  calf — how  the  generation  that 
came  out  of  Egypt  died  in  the  wilderness  because  of  their  un 
belief — how  the  nation  at  large  actually  opposed  and  per- 

*  Published  originally  January  15,  1836. 
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scented  the  truth  of  God  in  the  days  of  Elijah — how  their 
love  of  error  sent  them  into  the  Babylonish  captivity — and  how 
there  has  been  some  grievous  error  of  some  kind  or  other, 
which  delivered  them  into  the  hands  of  the  Romans,  and  has 
kept  them  in  a  state  of  dispersion  for  so  many  hundred  years. 
But  the  passage  from  which  our  motto  is  taken  sets  forth  most 
strikingly  the  possibility  of  fatal  mistake  on  the  part  of  the 
Jewish  nation,  and  also  the  possibility,  in  such  a  case,  of  God's 
turning  to  the  Gentiles.  "  Thus  saith  the  Lord,  Stand  ye  in 
the  ways,  and  see,  and  ask  for  the  old  paths,  where  is  the  good 
way,  and  walk  therein,  and  ye  shall  find  rest  for  your  souls. 
But  they  said,  We  will  not  walk  therein.  Also,  I  set  watch 
men  over  you,  saying,  Hearken  to  the  sound  of  the  trumpet. 
But  they  said,  We  will  not  hearken.  Therefore  hear,  ye 
nations,  D^n  137E127  /  and  know,  O  congregation,  what  is 
among  them.  Hear,  O  earth ;  behold,  I  will  bring  evil  upon 
this  people,  even  the  fruit  of  their  thoughts,  because  they  have 
not  hearkened  unto  my  words,  nor  to  my  law,  but  rejected  it" 
— Jer.  vi.  16 — 19.  Who  will  dare  to  deny,  after  such  a  pas 
sage,  the  possibility  of  a  Jew's  being  in  error  ? 

But  some  may  ask,  What  is  Judaism  ?  what  is  Christianity  ? 
ANSWER. — Judaism  is  that  religious  system  contained  and 
acknowledged  in  the  prayers  of  the  Jewish  synagogue,  whether 
German  or  Portuguese,  and  professed  by  all  who  use  them  as 
the  ritual  of  their  worship.  Christianity  is  the  religious  sys 
tem  taught  in  the  New  Testament ;  or,  in  other  words,  Juda 
ism  is  the  Old  Testament  explained  according  to  the  tradi 
tional  law,  np  b373D  rmn.  Christianity  is  the  Old  Tes 
tament  explained  according  to  the  New.  According  to  this 
explanation,  the  Jewish  Prayer-book  teaches  the  divine  autho 
rity  of  the  oral  law.  Of  this  there  can  be  no  doubt,  for,  in  the 
first  place,  the  whole  ritual  of  the  synagogue  service,  and  the 
existence  and  arrangement  of  the  synagogue  itself,  is  according 
to  the  prescription  of  the  oral  law,  as  may  be  seen  by  compar 
ing  the  Jewish  prayers  with  the  Hilchoth  T'phillah.  If  it  be 
asked  why  the  Jew  uses  these  prayers,  and  no  other — why  he 
wears  phylacteries  (^b^DD)  and  the  veil  (rpbto) — why  he  con 
forms  to  certain  ceremonies  at  the  New  Year,  and  the  Day  of 
Atonement,  and  the  other  feasts — why  he  repeats  a  certain 
benediction  at  the  reading  of  the  law — why  he  reads  out  of 
a  parchment  roll,  rather  than  out  of  a  printed  book — why  a  roll 
of  the  law  written  in  one  way  is  lawful,  and  in  another  way 
unlawful,  the  only  answer  is,  the  oral  law  commands  us  thus  to 
do.  The  whole  synagogue  worship,  therefore,  from  the  begin 
ning  to  the  end  of  the  year,  is  a  practical  confession  of  the 
authority  of  the  oral  law,  and  every  Jew  who  joins  in  the 
synagogue  worship  does,  in  so  far,  conform  to  the  prescriptions 
of  Rabbinism.  But,  secondly,  the  Jewish  Prayer-book  ex- 
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plicitly  acknowledges  the  authority  of  the  oral  law.  In  the 
daily  prayers,  fol.  11,  is  found  a  long  passage  from  the  oral 
law,  beginning, 

ba? 


"  which  are  the  places  where  the  offerings  were  slaughtered," 
&c.  On  fol.  12,  we  find  the  thirteen  Rabbinical  rules  for 
expounding  the  law,  beginning, 


"  Rabbi  Ishmael  says,"  &c.  At  the  end  of  the  daily  prayers 
we  find  a  whole  treatise  of  the  oral  law,  called,  rTQH  ^pHQ  i 
"  the  ethics  of  the  fathers,"  the  beginning  of  which  treatise 
asserts  the  transmission  of  the  oral  law.  In  the  morning 
service  for  Pentecost,  there  is  a  most  comprehensive  declaration 
of  the  authority  and  constituent  parts  of  the  oral  law.  "  He, 
the  Omnipotent,  whose  reverence  is  purity,  with  his  mighty 
word  he  instructed  his  chosen,  and  clearly  explained  the  law, 
with  the  word,  speech,  commandment,  and  admonition,  in  the 
Talmud,  the  Agadah,  the  Mishna,  and  the  Testament,  with  the 
statutes,  the  commandment,  and  the  complete  covenant,"  £c., 

?.  89.  In  this  prayer,  as  used,  translated,  and  published  by  the 
ews  themselves,  the  divine  authority  of  the  oral  law  is  ex 
plicitly  asserted,  and  the  Talmud,  Agadah,  and  Mishna,  are 
pointed  out  as  the  sources  where  it  is  to  be  found.  For  these 
two  reasons,  then,  we  conclude  that  the  Judaism  of  the  Jewish 
Prayer-book  is  identical  with  the  Judaism  of  the  oral  law,  and 
that  every  Jew  wrho  publicly  joins  in  those  prayers  does,  with 
his  lips  at  least,  confess  its  divine  authority. 

Having  explained  what  we  mean  by  Judaism,  we  now  go  on 
to  another  preliminary  topic.  Some  one  may  ask,  what  is  the 
use  of  discussing  these  two  systems?  May  they  not  both 
be  safe  ways  of  salvation  for  those  that  profess  them  ?  To  this 
we  must,  according  to  the  plain  declarations  of  these  sys 
tems  themselves,  reply  in  the  negative.  The  New  Testament 
denounces  the  oral  law  as  subversive  of  the  law  of  God.  "Then 
the  Pharisees  and  scribes  asked  him,  Why  walk  not  thy  dis 
ciples  according  to  the  tradition  of  the  elders,  but  eat  bread 
with  unwashen  hands  ?  He  answered  and  said  unto  them 
Well  hath  Esaias  prophesied  of  you  hypocrites,  as  it  is  written, 
This  people  honoureth  me  with  their  lips,  but  their  heart  is  far 
from  me.  Howbeit  in  vain  do  they  worship  me,  teaching  for 
commandments  the  doctrines  of  men."  (Mark  vii.  5  —  7.)  The 
oral  law  is  still  more  exclusive.  It  excludes  from  everlasting 
life  all  who  deny  its  authority,  and  explicitly  informs  us  that 
Christians  are  comprehended  in  this  anathema,  — 

7VTO3  sbs  snn  ebi^b  pbn  nnb  ^sr&  in 
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cbirb    nnwtoni    asan   b-ri2    br    7^21121 


:  'lai  mira 

"  These  are  they  who  have  no  part  in  the  world  to  come,  but 
who  are  cut  off",  and  perish,  and  are  condemned  on  account  of  the 
greatness  of  their  wickedness  and  sin  for  ever,  even  for  ever  and 
ever,  the  heretics  and  the  Epicureans,  and  the  deniers  of  the 
law,"  &c.  Here  is  the  general  statement.  But  to  prevent  all 
mistake,  a  particular  definition  of  each  of  these  classes  is  added, 
from  which  we  extract  the  following  passage  :  — 


rmnn  ^stp  -i»isn  i  mira 
-DBS  ns  nns  mm  ib^ss  in«  pios  ib>sw  rr 

pi   mira  -IDID  m   v-in  IKOT 
m-r:m  t&TD»m  nD  brna?  mm  NTH 
it  nisE  rpbnn  wninna?  iDisni  nm^ni  piis 
N^ntp  ^s  bi7  ?«  IT  mm  nbr^n  ISDI  mnw 


:  mmn  1212  «m  nbs 


"  There  are  three  classes  of  the  deniers  of  the  law.  He  who 
says  that  the  law  is  not  from  God,  yea,  even  one  verse  or  one 
word  :  or  if  he  says  that  Moses  gave  it  of  his  own  authority. 
Such  an  one  is  a  denier  of  the  law.  Thus,  also,  he  who  denies 
its  interpretations  :  that  is,  the  oral  law,  and  rejects  its  Agadoth 
as  Sadok  and  Baithos  :  and  he  who  says  that  the  Creator  has 
changed  one  commandment  for  another,  and  that  the  law  has  long 
since  lost  its  authority,  although  it  was  given  by  God,  as  the 
Christians  and  Mahometans,  each  of  these  three  is  a  denier 
of  the  law"—  Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  iii.  8. 

In  the  first  extract  we  see  that  those  persons  called  "  deniers 
of  the  law,"  are,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  modern  Judaism, 
shut  out  from  a  hope  of  salvation.  In  the  second  extract  we 
see  that  Christians  are  by  name  included  in  that  class  :  from 
the  two  together  it  inevitably  follows  that  modern  Judaism 
teaches  that  Christians  cannot  be  saved.  We  do  not  find  any 
fault  with  modern  Judaism  for  pronouncing  this  sentence  ;  we 
do  not  tax  the  Jews  either  with  uncharitableness  or  in  tolerance 
because  of  this  opinion.  On  the  contrary,  we  honour  those  who, 
conscientiously  holding  this  opinion,  have  the  honesty  and  the 
courage  to  declare  it.  If  they  consider  us  as  deniers  of  the  law, 
they  must,  of  course,  believe"  that  our  state  is  far  from  safe  ;  and 
if  this  be  their  conviction,  the  best  proof  which,  they  can  give 
of  true  charity,  is  to  warn  us  of  our  danger.  But,  at  the  same 
time,  when  a  religious  system  condemns  us  by  name,  and  pro- 
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nounces  sentence  concerning  our  eternal  state  in  so  decided  a 
tone,  and  that  simply  because  we  dissent  from  some  of  its 
tenets,  we  not  only  think  that  we  have  a  right  to  defend  our 
selves  and  our  religion,  but  consider  it  our  bounden  duty  to  ex 
amine  the  grounds  on  which  a  system  of  such  pretension  rests, 
and  honestly,  though  quietly,  to  avow  our  reasons  for  rejecting 
it.  We  know,  indeed,  that  there  are  some  Rabbinical  Jews,  who 
think  this  sentence  harsh,  and  consider  themselves  justified  in 
denying  it,  because  there  is  another  sentence  in  this  same  oral 
law,  which  says,  "  that  the  pious  amongst  the  nations  of  the 
world  have  a  part  in  the  world  to  come."  But  can  they  prove, 
by  any  citation  from  the  oral  law,  that  Christians  are  included 
"  amongst  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  ?"  If  they  can, 
then  they  will  prove  that  in  one  place  the  oral  law  denies,  and 
in  another  place  affirms  the  salvability  of  Christians  ;  that  is, 
they  will  prove  that  the  oral  law  contains  palpable  contradic 
tions,  and  therefore  cannot  be  from  God.  If  they  cannot  pro 
duce  any  such  citation,  then  the  general  declaration  that  "  the 
pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  "  may  be  saved,  is  nothing  to 
the  purpose  ;  for  the  same  law  which  makes  this  general  decla 
ration,  does  also  explicitly  lay  down  the  particular  exception 
in  the  case  of  Christians,  and  that  after  it  has  made  the  general 
declaration.  In  fact,  the  exception  follows  close  on  the  heels 
of  the  general  rule.  The  general  rule  is,  — 


pi   •  •  .  .    snn  nbisb  pbn  cnb 

nbisb  pbn  nnb  trp  obwn  rnsis 


"  All  Israel  has  a  share  in  the  world  to  come  ....  and  also 
the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  have  a  share  in  the  world 
to  come"  The  words  which  immediately  follow  this  declara 
tion  contain  the  exception,  — 

i  "Di  ssn  nbv^b  pbn  anb  ^«tp  ?n  ibsi 

"  But  these  are  they  which  have  no  part  in  the  world  to  come" 
&c.  This  exception  is,  therefore,  plainly  made  in  order  to 
guard  against  any  false  inference  from  the  general  statement, 
and,  therefore,  according  to  the  oral  law,  Christians  cannot  be 
saved.  We  proceed,  therefore,  to  inquire  into  the  merits  of  this 
system,  which  makes  so  decided  a  statement  respecting  our 
eternal  state.  We  have  a  standard  of  comparison  to  which  no 
Jew  \\ill  object,  even  that  Holy  Book,  which  contains  the 
writings  of  Moses  and  the  prophets.  We  reject  the  oral  law, 
not  because  it  seems  in  itself  bad  or  good  to  our  judgment,  but 
because  it  is  repugnant  to  the  plain  words  of  the  Old  Testa 
ment.  There  is  not  space  to  enter  at  large  into  the  proof  at 
present,  but  we  subjoin  one  passage,  which  is  in  itself  amply 
sufficient  to  disprove  the  divine  authority  of  any  religious 
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system  where  it  occurs.      In  the  Talmud,  in  the  Treatise 
Pesachim,  fol.  49,  col.  2,  we  read  as  follows  : — 

nmb    initt    Y""^n  c^   "robs 

ib    TIEN   nnt^n    nvnb 
nn   nrm  iwta   nr   pb    n^w    itant^b   ninw 

:  nrra 


Rabbi  Eleazar  says,  "  It  is  lawful  to  split  open  the  nostrils  of 
an  amhaaretz  (an  unlearned  man)  on  the  Day  of  Atonement 
which  falls  on  the  Sabbath.  His  disciples  said  to  him,  Rabbi, 
say  rather  that  it  is  lawful  to  slaughter  him.  He  replied, 
That  would  require  a  benediction,  but  here  no  benediction  is 
needful."  It  is  hardly  needful  to  remind  the  reader  that  the 
law  of  Moses  says,  nsnn  sb  i  "  Thou  shalt  not  kill."  But 
there  is  in  this  passage  a  sneering  contempt  for  the  unlearned, 
which  is  utterly  at  variance  with  the  character  of  Him  "  whose 
mercies  are  over  all  his  works,"  the  unlearned  and  the  poor,  as 
well  as  the  mighty  and  the  learned. 

Indeed  the  passage  is  so  monstrous,  that  one  is  almost  in 
clined  to  think  that  it  must  have  crept  into  the  Talmud  by 
mistake ;  or,  at  the  least,  to  expect  that  it  would  be  followed  by 
reprehension  the  most  explicit  and  severe.  But  no,  a  little 
lower  down  another  of  these  "  wise  men  "  says, — 

f  ro  isnpb  imft  \nsTf  D^ 

"  It  is  lawful  to  rend  an  amhaaretz  like  a  fish  ; "  and,  a  little 
above,  an  Israelite  is  forbidden  to  marry  the  daughter  of  such  a 
person,  for  that  she  is  no  better  than  a  beast.  But  the  whole 
of  the  preceding  passage  is  so  characteristic  of  the  spirit  of 
Rabbinism,  that  it  is  worth  inserting — 

f  "Di  pm  i:n 

"  Our  Rabbies  have  taught.  Let  a  man  sell  all  that  he  has, 
and  marry  the  daughter  of  a  learned  man.  If  he  cannot  find 
the  daughter  of  a  learned  man,  let  him  take  the  daughter 
of  the  great  men  of  the  time.  If  he  cannot  find  the  daughter 
of  a  great  man  of  the  time,  let  him  marry  the  daughter  of  the 
head  of  a  congregation.  If  he  cannot  find  the  daughter  of  the 
head  of  a  congregation,  let  him  marry  the  daughter  of  an 
almoner.  If  he  cannot  find  the  daughter  of  an  almoner,  let  him 
marry  the  daughter  of  a  schoolmaster.  But  let  him  not  marry 
the  daughter  of  the  unlearned,  for  they  are  an  abomination,  and 
their  wives  are  vermin  ;  and  of  their  daughters  it  is  said, 
'  Cursed  is  he  that  lieth  with,  any  beast.'  "  Here,  again,  one  is 
inclined  to  suppose  that  there  is  a  mistake,  or  that  these  words 
were  spoken  in  jest,  though  such  a  jest  would  be  intolerably 
profane  ;  but  all  ground  for  such  supposition  is  removed  on 
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finding  this  passage  transcribed  into  the  digest  of  Jewish  law, 
called  the  Schulchan  Aruch,  part  2  ;  in  the  Hilchoth  P'riah 
ur'viah,  by  which  transcription  it  is  stamped  with  all  the 
authority  of  a  law.  Here,  then,  the  reader  is  led  to  think,  that 
an  amhaaretz  must  mean  something  more  and  worse  than 
an  unlearned  man  —  that  it  ought,  perhaps,  to  be  taken  in  its 
literal  signification,  "  people  of  the  land,"  and  that  it  may  refer 
to  the  idolatrous  and  wicked  Canaanites.  But  the  common 
usage  of  the  Talmud  forbids  a  supposition.  There  is  a  well- 
known  sentence  which  shows  that  even  a  High  Priest  might  be 
an  amhaaretz  :  — 

fV^^n  D3?   bi-rn  ]n::b   Drip   rrn  -iraa 

"  A  learned  man,  though  illegitimate,  goes  before  a  High 
Priest,  who  is  an  amhaaretz."  Here  the  amhaaretz  is  plainly 
opposed  to  him  that  is  learned.  And  so,  on  the  page  of  the 
Talmud  from  which  we  have  quoted  above,  we  find  the  follow 
ing  words  :  — 

min  nsT  -lasatp  nnnn  -itm  birssb  TIDN  \n«n  c^? 
b-osb  -ima  minn  poi^n  biD  *yi3?m  niaran 
-nos   rrnrn 


"  An  amhaaretz  is  forbidden  to  eat  the  flesh  of  a  beast,  for  it 
is  said,  '  This  is  the  law  of  the  beast  and  the  fowl.'  (Levit.  xi. 
46.)  Every  one  that  laboureth  in  the  law,  it  is  lawful  for  him 
to  eat  the  flesh  of  the  beast  and  the  fowl.  But  for  him  who 
does  not  labour  in  the  law,  it  is  forbidden  to  eat  the  flesh  of  the 
beast  and  the  fowl."  According  to  this  passage  an  amhaaretz 
is  one  who  does  not  labour  in  the  study  of  the  law  ;  and  it  being 
found  on  the  very  same  page  with  the  above  most  revolting 
declarations,  it  plainly  shows  the  proud  and  haughty  spirit  of 
the  authors  of  the  Talmud,  and  their  utter  contempt  for  the 
poor,  whose  circumstances  preclude  them  from  the  advantages 
of  study.  But,  in  reading  such  passages,  the  question  naturally 
suggests  itself,  to  which  of  the  two  classes  does  the  poor  Jewish 
population  of  London  belong  ?  There  must  be  at  the  least 
hundreds,  if  not  thousands  of  poor  Jews  in  this  great  city  who 
cannot  possibly  devote  themselves  to  study.  Amongst  whom 
then,  are  they  to  be  classed?  Amongst  the  learned  "H^bf")' 
n^3J"!  ?  or  amongst  the  unlearned  ynsn  ^D17  ?  Are  they, 
their  wives,  and  daughters,  as  the  Talmud  says,  to  be  called  an 
abomination,  vermin,  and  compared  to  the  beasts  ?  Or  can  a 
religion  inculcating  such  sentiments  proceed  from  that  Holy 
One  who  is  no  respecter  of  persons  ?  See  here,  ye  children  of 
Abraham,  whom  the  providence  of  God  has  placed  amongst  the 
children  of  poverty,  and  cut  off  from  the  advantage  of  a 
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learned  education.  You  are  not  disciples  of  the  wise,  nor  the 
great  men  of  the  time,  nor  heads  of  synagogues,  nor  almoners, 
nor  even  schoolmasters.  You  are  quite  shut  out  from  these 
classes  whom  your  Talmudical  doctors  favour  so  highly.  See, 
then,  in  the  above  passages,  what  the  Talmud  says  of  your 
selves,  your  wives,  and  daughters  ?  Can  you  believe  that  this 
is  the  law  of  the  God  of  Israel  ?  Can  you  think  for  one 
moment,  that  these  doctors  knew  "  the  old  paths,"  "  the  good 
way  ?"  If  you  do  we  must  assure  you  that  we  cannot.  We 
rather  find  it  in  that  book,  which  says,  "  Blessed  is  the  man 
that  considereth  the  poor  and  needy."  (Psalm  xli.  1.)  And  in 
that  other  book,  which  speaks  in  the  same  spirit,  and  says  that 
"  God  hath  chosen  the  foolish  things  of  this  world  to  confound 
the  wise  ;  and  the  weak  things  of  this  world  to  confound  the 
things  which  are  mighty,  and  base  things  of  the  world,  and 
things  which  are  not,  to  bring  to  nought  things  that  are  ;  that 
uo  flesh,  should  glory  in  his  presence."  (1  Cor.  i.  27,  28  x 


No.  II. 

IMPLICIT  FAITH  NOT   DUE   TO   THE   RABBIES. 

IT  appears  from  the  undisguised  acknowledgments  of  the 
New  Testament,  that  the  doctors  and  rabbies  of  the  Jews,  the 
Pharisees,  and  scribes,  were  the  implacable  enemies  of  Jesus 
of  Nazareth,  and  that  they  were  the  main  instruments  in  effect 
ing  his  death.  The  modern  Jews  consider  this  fact  as  a  suffi 
cient  apology  for  their  rejection  of  his  claims  to  the  Messiahship. 
They  take  it  for  granted  that  the  great  and  learned  men  of 
that  day  were  also  good  men,  and  that  they  had  valid  reasons 
for  their  conduct.  They  think  if  Jesus  of  Nazareth  had  been 
the  true  Messiah,  that  the  Sanhedrin,  the  great  Jewish  council 
of  the  time,  would  have  acknowledged  him,  and  conclude  that, 
as  they  rejected  him,  he  cannot  be  the  true  Messiah.  The 
New  Testament,  on  the  contrary,  accounts  for  their  unbelief  by 
plainly  telling  us,  that  they  were  bad  men  ;  and  that  they  were 
enemies  to  the  Lord  Jesus,  because  he  told  them  the  truth,  and 
exposed  their  hvpocrisy.  Now,  which  of  these  two  representa 
tions  accords  with  the  truth  ?  Were  the  scribes  and  Pharisees, 
those  great  advocates  of  the  oral  law,  nD  b372tt?  m*hH> 
good  men  or  bad  men  ?  The  readers  of  our  first  number  will 
be  in  some  degree  qualified  to  answer  this  question.  Could 
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those  be  good  men  who  profanely  talked  of  the  lawfulness  of 
killing-  an  unlearned  man,  and  who  contemptuously  compared 
the  wives  and  daughters  of  the  unlearned  to  "  vermin  and 
beasts  ?"  If  they  could  talk  with  levity  of  "  rending  like  a 
fish  "  an  unlearned  man,  one  of  their  own  brethren  who  had 
never  done  them  any  harm,  what  were  they  likely  to  do  with 
one  who  exposed  their  wickedness,  and  boldly  told  them  that 
they  by  their  traditions  made  void  the  law  of  God  ?  The  very 
fact,  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  put  to  death  by  such  men,  is 
presumptive  evidence,  that  he  was  a  good  man,  and  that  his 
claims  were  just.  But,  however  that  be,  it  is  worth  while  to 
inquire  into  the  charges  which  the  New  Testament  brings 
against  these  learned  men,  and  to  see  whether  they  are  sub 
stantiated  by  the  memorials  of  their  character  and  spirit,  which 
they  themselves  have  left  us  in  their  laws.  One  of  the  charges 
preferred  against  them  is,  that  they  were  ambitious  men,  co 
vetous  of  worldly  honour,  and  loving  the  pre-eminence.  "But 
all  their  works  they  do  to  be  seen  of  men  ;  they  make  broad 
their  phylacteries,  and  enlarge  the  borders  of  their  garments. 
And  love  the  uppermost  rooms  at  feasts,  and  the  chief  seats  in 
the  synagogues,  and  greetings  in  the  markets,  and  to  be  called 
of  men,  Rabbi,  Rabbi."  (Matt,  xxiii.  5  —  7.)  Now,  is  this 
charge  true  ?  Does  the  oral  law  justify  this  assertion,  or  does 
it  prove,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  enemies  of  Jesus  were 
humble,  pious  men,  whose  piety  serves  as  a  warrant  for  the 
uprightness  of  their  conduct  in  their  treatment  of  the  Lord 
Jesus  ?  Let  the  reader  judge  from  the  following  laws  which 
these  men  framed  with  respect  to  themselves.  In  the  first 
place  they  claim  for  themselves  more  honour  and  reverence 
than  is  due  to  a  man's  own  parents  :  — 


sin  -p  ins-i^ni  rnw  "nnm  nii!$E  DTSE?   ctro 
nnv  ins-i^ai  inn  mm 


"  As  a  man  is  commanded  to  honour  and  fear  his  father,  so 
he  is  bound  to  honour  and  fear  his  Rabbi  more  than  his  father  ; 
for  his  father  has  been  the  means  of  bringing  him  into  the  life 
of  this  world,  but  his  Rabbi,  who  teaches  him  wisdom,  brings 
him  to  the  life  of  the  world  to  come."  (Hilchoth  Talmud 
Torah,  c.  5.)  This  general  rule  is  bad  enough,  but  the  par 
ticulars  are  still  worse.  "  If  a  man  should  sec  something  that 
his  father  has  lost,  and  something  that  his  Rabbi  lias  lost,  he  is 
first  to  return  what  his  Rabbi  has  lost,  and  then  to  return  that 
which  belongs  to  his  father.  If  his  father  and  his  Rabbi  be 
oppressed  with  a  load,  he  is  first  to  help  down  that  of  his 
Rabbi,  and  then  that  of  his  father.  If  his  father  and  his 
Rabbi  be  in  captivity,  he  is  first  to  ransom  his  Rabbi  and  after 
wards  his  father  unless  his  father  be  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man 
B  3 
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(i.e.,  learned),  in  which  case  he  may  ransom  his  father  first" 
How  fearful  is  this  doctrine  !  A  man  is  to  see  his  father,  the 
author  of  his  existence,  the  guardian  of  his  infancy,  who  has 
laboured  for  his  support,  and  watched  over  him  in  the  hour  of 
sickness,  he  is  to  see  this  friend,  to  whom,  under  God,  he  owes 
everything,  pining  away  in  the  bitterness  of  captivity,  and  yet, 
when  he  has  got  the  means  of  restoring  him  to  liberty  and  his 
family,  he  is  to  leave  him  still  in  all  his  misery,  and  ransom 
the  Rabbi ;  where  is  this  written  in  the  Old  Testament  ? 
"  Honour  thy  father  and  thy  mother,"  is  there  the  first  com 
mandment  that  follows  after  our  duty  to  God,  and  the  first 
movement  of  natural  affection.  But  this  Rabbinical  doctrine 
silences  the  voice  of  nature,  and  makes  void  the  law  of  God. 
What  is  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Testament  here  ?  "If  any 
provide  not  for  his  own,  and  specially  for  those  of  his  own 
house,  he  hath  denied  the  faith,  and  'is  worse  than  an  in 
fidel."  (1  Tim.  v.  8.)  The  disciples  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
never  claimed  for  themselves  any  honour  like  this.  In  the 
passage  just  cited,  they  plainly  declare  that  the  first,  in  the 
circle  of  duties  to  men,  is  the  duty  to  our  own  flesh  and  blood. 
And  the  only  case  in  which  the  New  Testament  permits  a 
deviation  from  this  rule,  is  that  where  the  same  exception  is 
made  in  the  law  of  Moses,  when  love  to  parents  would  in 
terfere  with  love  to  God.  "  If  any  man  come  to  me  and  hate 
not  his  father  and  mother,  and  wife  and  children,  and  brethren 
and  sisters,  yea,  and  his  own  life  also,  he  cannot  be  my  disciple/' 
(Luke  xiv.  26.)  Here  father  and  mother,  and  kindred,  are 
put  in  one  category  with  a  man's  own  life,  in  order  to  show 
that  there  is  but  one  case  in  which  the  natural  ties  of  blood 
may  be  overlooked,  and  this  is  wrhen  the  service  of  God  requires 
it.  As  it  is  also  written  in  the  law  of  Moses,  "  If  thy  brother, 
the  son  of  thy  mother,  or  thy  son,  or  thy  daughter,  or  the  wife 
of  thy  bosom,  or  thy  friend  who  is  as  thine  own  soul,  entice 
thee  secretly,  saying,  Let  us  go  and  serve  other  gods,  which 

thou  hast  not  known,  thou  nor  thy  fathers Thou 

shalt  not  consent  unto  him,  nor  hearken  unto  him,  neither 
shall  thine  eye  pity  him,"  &c.  (Deut.  xiii.  6 — 9.)  And  thus 
the  tribe  of  Levi  is  praised,  because  "  He  said  unto  his  father 
and  his  mother,  I  have  not  known  him ;  neither  did  lie 
acknowledge  his  brethren,  nor  know  his  own  children."  (Deut. 
xxxiii.  9.)  But  this  Talmudical  law  is  widely  different.  It 
has  no  saving  clause  to  show  that  the  case  specified  is  an  ex 
ception  to  the  general  rule.  It  does  not  pretend  to  suppose 
that  the  father  is  a  bad  man,  or  an  idolater,  or  an  apostate.  It 
specifics  but  one  exception,  and  that  is,  where  the  father  is 
"  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man  ; "  otherwise,  though  he  be  a  good 
man,  and  a  pious  man,  a  loving  and  tender  parent,  still  he  is  to 
be  disregarded  by  his  own  son,  and  the  Rabbi  preferred  before 
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him.  Is  it  possible  to  doubt  that  the  men  who  conceived, 
sanctioned,  arid  promulgated  a  law  like  this,  had  an  eye  to 
their  own  personal  honour  and  interest?  Is  it  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  men  who  would  sacrifice  their  OWTI  father  to  the 
honour  of  their  Rabbi,  would  be  very  tender  about  the  life 
of  one  who  appeared,  like  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  as  an  opposer  of 
their  pretensions  ?  Or  can  the  Jews,  with  the  law  and  the 
prophets  in  their  hands,  suppose  that  these  men  pointed  to 
"  the  old  paths,"  "  the  good  way  ?  "  This  is  certainly  not  the 
doctrine  of  Moses.  He  says  :  — 

DOT  ba  -IBS'!  in«i  vnw  nbE  ins 


"  Cursed  be  he  that  setteth  light  by  his  father  or  his  mother, 
and  all  the  people  shall  say,  Amen."  (Deut.  xxvii.  16.) 

But  these  men  did  not  stop  here.  They  were  not  content 
with  being  exalted  above  father  and  mother.  They  did  not 
scruple  to  assert,  that  their  honour  was  as  sacred  as  that  of 
God  himself:  — 

wbi  mn  TODE  bra  TOD  -jb 
STIES  -pn  STIE  c^asn  TIES 


"Thou  must  consider  no  honour  greater  than  the  honour  of 
the  Rabbi,  and  no  fear  greater  than  the  fear  of  the  Rabbi.  The 
wise  men  have  said,  The  fear  of  thy  Rabbi  is  as  the  fear  of 
God." 

They  endeavour  to  prove  the  validity  of  these  extravagant 
claims  by  such  passages  as  Exod.  xvi.  8,  "Your  murmurings  are 
not  against  us,  but  against  the  Lord."  But  they  have  taken 
for  granted  what  they  can  never  prove,  and  that  is,  that  every 
Rabbi  is  invested  with  the  same  office  and  authority  as  Moses. 
But  where,  in  all  the  law  of  Moses,  is  there  any  warrant  for  such 
an  assumption?  Moses  could  with  all  propriety  say,  "Your 
murmurings  are  not  against  us,  but  against  the  Lord,"  for  he 
held  a  special  commission  from  God,  and  had  proved  to  the 
people  the  reality  of  his  commission  by  a  series  of  miracles. 
But  this  the  Rabbies  never  pretended  to  do.  In  this  dearth  of 
evidence  the  advocates  of  tradition  flee  for  refuge  to  Deut.  xvii. 
8,  &c.  "If  there  arise  a  matter  too  hard  for  thee  in  judgment, 
between  blood  and  blood,  between  plea  and  plea,  and  between 
stroke  and  stroke,  being  matters  of  controversy  within  thy 
gates;  then  shalt  thou  arise,  and  get  thee  up  into  the  place 
which  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  choose;  and  thou  shalt  come 
unto  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and  unto  the  judge  that  shall  be 
in  those  days,  and  inquire,  and  they  shall  show  thee  the  sentence 
of  judgment.  And  thou  shalt  do  according  to  the  sentence, 
which  they  of  that  place  which  the  Lord  shall  choose  shall  shew 
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thee;  and  thou  shalt  observe  to  do  according  to  all  that  they 
inform  thee  ;  according  to  the  sentence  of  the  law  which  they 
shall  teach  thee,  and  according  to  the  judgment  which  they  shall 
tell  thee,  thou  shalt  do  ;  thou  shalt  not  decline  from  the  sentence 
Avhich  they  shall  show  thee  to  the  right  hand  nor  to  the  left." 
Here,  say  the  traditionists,  is  a  plain  and  unequivocal  command. 
No  doubt,  God  here  plainly  declares  what  is  to  be  done  in  a 
difficult  case.  He  commands  the  Israelites  to  go  to  the  place 
which  the  Lord  God  chose,  that  is,  to  the  place  where  was  found 
the  ark  of  the  covenant;  and  to  inquire,  not  of  the  Rabbies,  but 
of  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and  the  judge  toQIt&n.  But  this 
passage,  instead  of  proving  that  "  the  fear  of  the  Rabbi  is  as  the 
fear  of  God,"  proves  the  contrary.  It  supposes  first,  that  the 
Rabbies  and  learned  men  may  differ  in  judgment,  that  there 
may  be  a  controversy,  and  consequently,  that  one  party  may  be 
in  the  wrong.  It,  therefore,  effectually  overthrows  Rabbinical 
infallibility.  It  shows  that  these  learned  men  are,  after  all,  only 
poor  fallible  creatures  like  ourselves,  and  that,  therefore,  we  are 
not  to  fear  them  as  we  would  fear  God,  nor  reverence  their  dic 
tates,  as  the  Word  of  God.  It  shows  secondly,  that  in  a  case  of 
difficulty,  the  Israelites  were  not  to  appeal  to  the  Rabbies,  but 


to  the  priests  D^DHD,  and  to  the  judge  t2D1£EN  and  even  to  them 
only  in  the  place  which  the  Lord  should  choose.     There  is  not 
one  word  said  about  the  Rabbies  or  the  wise  men,  and,  therefore, 
this  passage  completely  annihilates  all  their  lofty  pretensions. 
For  centuries  the  place  which  the  Lord  chose  has  been  desolate, 
and  there  has  been  no  priest  standing  to  minister  before  the 
Lord.     The  Jews  have  thus  lost  all  possibility  of  appeal.     They 
have  neither  ministering  priest  nor  judge,  and  the  Mosaic  law 
nowhere  recognises  the  pretensions  of  the  Rabbies.     But  some 
Jew  may  say,  that  though  this  passage  does  not  prove  the 
authority  of  the  Rabbies,  it  docs  at  least  warrant  the  Jews  in 
persisting  to  reject  the  claims  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  for  that  he  was 
condemned  by  the  priests,  and  in  Jerusalem,  the  place  which  the 
Lord  chose.     We  confess  that  this  objection  is  plausible;  but 
can  easily  prove  that  it  is  nothing  more.     In  order  to  this,  we 
ask  the  ,tews,  whether  the  above  command  to  abide  by  the  sen 
tence  of  the  priests  is  in  every  case,  and  without  any  exception, 
binding  ?     To  tin's  question  there  are  two  answers  possible  —  Yes 
and  No.     If  they  say  No,  then  they  admit  that  the  priests  might 
sometimes  be  in  the  wrong,  and  we  would,  of  course,  take  ad 
vantage  of  this  admission  to  show  that  they  erred  in  their  judg 
ment  on  Jesus  of  Nazareth.     They  will  then,  most  probably, 
say,  Yes;  the  sentence  of  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and  the  judges, 
is  in  every  case  binding,  and  Israel  is  commanded  not  to  deviate 
from  it,  either  to  the  right  hand  or  to  the  left,  upon  pain  of 
capital  punishment.     We  beg  of  them  then  to  turn  to  the  26th 
chapter  of  the  Prophet  Jeremiah,  and  to  consider  the  case  there 
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set  before  them.  We  there  find  that  Jeremiah  had  delivered  a 
message  from  God,  very  similar  to  our  Lord's  prediction  of  the 
dastruction  of  Jerusalem.  "  I  will  make  this  house  like  Shiloh, 
and  will  make  this  city  a  curse  to  all  the  nations  of  the  earth." 
We  find,  further,  that  for  this  message  the  priests  condemned 
Jeremiah  to  death,  just  as  their  successors  condemned  Jesus  of 
Nazareth.  "Now  it  came  to  pass,  when  Jeremiah  had  made  an 
end  of  speaking  all  that  the  Lord  had  commanded  him  to  speak 
unto  all  the  people,  that  the  priests,  and  the  prophets,  and  all 
the  people  took  him,  saying,  Thou  shalt  surely  die."  We  find, 
further,  that  this  sentence  was  pronounced  "  in  the  place  which 
the  Lord  had  chosen,"  in  the  Temple  itself.  "And  all  the  people 
were  gathered  against  Jeremiah  in  the  house  of  the  Lord."  We 
find,  further,  that  the  sentence  against  Jeremiah  was  no  rash 
sudden  act,  but  the  deliberate  judgment  of  the  priests.  For 
when  the  princes  of  Judah  came  afterwards  to  inquire  into  the 
matter,  "  Then  spake  the  j^riests  and  the  prophets  unto  the 
princes  and  to  all  the  people,  saying,  This  man  is  worthy  to  die, 
for  he  hath  prophesied  against  this  city,  as  ye  have  heard  with 
your  ears."  Now,  then,  we  ask  again,  whether  the  people  of  Israel 
was  in  duty  bound  to  abide  by  this  sentence,  and  not  to  decline 
from  it,  either  to  the  right  hand  or  to  the  left  ?  We  fearlessly 
reply,  that  they  were  not  bound  by  this  sentence,  and  that,  if 
they  had  executed  it,  they  would  have  been  guilty  of  murder,  as 
Jeremiah  himself  declares :  "  But  know  ye  for  certain,  that  if  ye 
put  me  to  death,  ye  shall  surely  bring  innocent  blood  upon  your 
selves,  and  upon  this  city,  and  upon  the  inhabitants  thereof :  for 
of  a  truth  the  Lord  hath  sent  me  unto  you  to  speak  all  these 
words  in  your  ears."  We  infer,  therefore,  that  it  was  possible 
for  the  priests,  assembled  in  solemn  deliberation  in  the  house  of 
the  Lord,  to  err  in  judgment,  and  to  pronounce  an  unrighteous 
sentence.  We  infer,  further,  that  it  was  possible  for  the  priests 
so  far  to  err,  as  to  condemn  to  death  a  true  prophet  of  the  Lord. 
We  infer,  further,  that  in  such  a  case  the  people  was  not  bound 
by  this  mistaken  judgment;  but  that  it  was  their  duty  to  decline 
from  it,  both  to  the  right  hand  and  to  the  left.  We  infer,  lastly, 
that  as  the  priests  might  mistake,  and  unjustly  condemn  to 
death  a  true  prophet,  their  sentence  against  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
forms  no  more  argument  against  the  Messiahship  of  Jesus,  than 
the  similar  sentence  just  considered  did  against  the  true  pro 
phetic  character  of  Jeremiah;  and  that  it  affords  just  as  little 
warrant  for  Jewish  unbelief  as  the  former  sentence  did  for  put 
ting  Jeremiah  to  death. 

But  it  may  be  asked,  if  the  judgment  of  the  priests  was  not 
infallible,  and  if  men  were  sometimes  justifiable  in  refusing  it, 
what  use  was  there  in  the  above  commandment  to  apply  to 
them  in  cases  of  difficulty,  and  to  abide  by  their  sentence  ?  The 
answer  to  this  is  very  simple.  The  priest  that  stood  to  minister 
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before  the  Lord  had  it  in  his  power,  before  the  destruction  of 
the  first  Temple,  to  inquire  of  the  Lord  and  to  receive  a  mira 
culous  answer  from  God  himself,  which  answer  was,  of  course, 
infallible,  and  universally  obligatory,  without  the  possibility  of 
exception.  We  find  in  the  Old  Testament  many  instances  in 
which  the  Israelites  availed  themselves  of  this  power,  as  in 
Judges  xx.  27,  "  And  the  children  of  Israel  inquired  of  the 
Lord  (for  the  ark  of  the  covenant  of  God  was  there  in  those 
days :  and  Phinehas,  the  son  of  Eleazar,  the  son  of  Aaron, 
stood  before  it  in  those  days),  saying,  Shall  I  yet  again  go  out 
to  battle  against  the  children  of  Benjamin  my  brother,  or  shall  I 
cease  ?  And  the  Lord  said,  Go  'up ;  for  to  morrow  I  will 
deliver  them  into  thine  hand."  And  in  the  history  of  David's 
life,  there  are  several  instances  of  his  employment  of  this  mira 
culous  power,  as  1  Sam.  xxiii.  4,  "  Then  David  inquired  of  the 
Lord  yet  again.  And  the  Lord  answered  him  and  said,  Arise, 
go  down  to  Keilah ;  for  I  will  deliver  the  Philistines  into  thine 
hand."  In  all  such  cases  where  the  priest  first  inquired  of  the 
Lord,  his  sentence  was,  of  course,  infallible,  and  the  Israelites 
were  bound  to  abide  by  it.  But  where  they  did  not  inquire  of 
the  Lord,  their  sentence  was  only  that  of  fallible  men,  and, 
therefore,  not  binding  upon  the  consciences  of  the  people.  Of 
this  sort  was  their  sentence  upon  Jeremiah.  Being  wicked 
men,  they  did  not  choose  to  ask  counsel  of  the  Lord,  but 
pronounced  sentence  according  to  the  devices  of  their  own 
hearts.  In  the  case  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the  priests  could 
not  ask  counsel  of  the  Lord,  for  in  the  second  Temple  the  Urim 
and  Thmnmim,  and  the  ark  of  the  covenant,  were  wanting  ;  the 
miraculous  power,  therefore,  did  not  exist,  and  for  this  very 
reason  the  sentence  of  the  priests,  during  the  whole  period  of 
the  second  Temple,  was  only  fallible,  like  that  of  other  men, 
and,  therefore,  not  binding,  and  consequently  of  no  force  as  an 
argument  against  the  Messiahship  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ. 
The  above  passage,  therefore,  from  the  17th  of  Deuteronomy, 
is  of  no  use  to  the  Kabbinical  Jews,  it  does  not  prove  the 
infallibility  of  the  priests  in  the  second  Temple,  and  is  still  less 
applicable  for  sanctioning  the  traditions  of  the  oral  law,  and 
the  extravagant  claims  of  the  llabbies.  Having  given  this 
passage  the  consideration  it  deserves,  we  now  return  to  the 
laws  which  the  llabbies  have  made  in  favour  of  themselves,  and 
for  their  own  honour.  We  consider  that  the  two  passages  of 
the  oral  law  already  quoted,  prove  that  the  New  Testament 
gives  a  fair  delineation  of  their  character.  When  men,  with 
out  any  warrant  from  God's  Word,  claim  for  themselves  the  same 
degree  of  reverence  which  is  due  to  God,  it  must  be  admitted 
that  they  are  vainglorious  and  wicked  in  no  ordinary  degree. 
But  it  is  possible  to  descend  to  particulars  : — For  instance,  our 
Lord  says,  that  these  men  "  loved  greetings  in  the  market- 
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places,  and  to  be  called  of  men,  Rabbi,  Rabbi."  Now  ono  of 
the  laws,  still  extant,  forbids  a  man,  when  speaking  of  his 
Rabbi,  to  call  him  by  name : — 

i  V3sn  sbttf  iVsHi  lEtzn  imb  nnpb  Tfcbrib  ib  HIDS 

"  It  is  forbidden  to  a  disciple  to  call  his  Rabbi  by  name,  even 
when  he  is  not  in  his  presence."  Another  law,  still  extant, 
prescribes  the  formula  of  greeting  or  salutation  : — 

DW13Q7  7-1-0  aibtp  ib  -inrp  is  imb  mbtp  ]n>  sbi 
ib  -IDISI  vssb  nnitt?  sbs  nrb  nt  n'nnnai 
:  o-i  -pbs  cnba?  TODI 

"  Neither  is  he  to  salute  his  Rabbi,  nor  to  return  his  salu 
tation  in  the  same  manner  that  salutations  are  given  or 
returned  amongst  friends.  On  the  contrary,  he  is  to  bow  down 
before  the  Rabbi,  and  to  say  to  him,  with  reverence  and  honour, 
Peace  be  unto  thee,  Rabbi"  The  Rabbinical  Jews,  who  see 
this,  must  not  mistake  us.  We  do  not  consider  it  in  anywise 
sinful,  but  decorous,  to  treat  a  Rabbi  with  all  due  respect. 
We  should  feel  no  objection  ourselves  to  make  a  bow  to  a 
Rabbi,  and  to  salute  him  in  the  prescribed  formula.  But  we 
cite  these  laws  to  show  that  the  New  Testament  gives  a  fair 
representation  of  the  Pharisees :  for  men,  who  could  gravely  sit 
down  and  enter  into  all  these  details  of  the  mode  in  which 
they  were  to  be  honoured,  and  then  give  out  these  laws  as 
divine,  and,  besides  all  this,  call  in  the  civil  power  to  enforce 
them,  must  have  had  no  mean  idea  of  themselves  and  their 
own  dignity.  It  must  never  be  forgotten  that  these  laws  are 
not  the  mere  regulations  of  a  religious  community.  When  the 
Rabbies  had  the  power  in  their  own  hands,  they  enforced 
them  by  civil  sanctions.  They  were  not  satisfied  with  ex 
cluding  despisers  of  Rabbinical  authority  from  eternal  life, 
they  prosecuted  such  before  the  tribunals,  and  sentenced  them  to 
a  pecuniary  fine  and  excommunication,  as  may  be  seen  from  the 
following  law : — 

•nm  snn  nbisb  pbn  ib  ]•»«  n^nn  ns  ntnsn  bm 
ns  nnBna?  ^  bs?  PI«  :  nn  mrr  -m  ^  bbsn  sin 
isn  cs  snn  nbisb  pbn  ib  js  a 
ims  ^13^1  *  ^113  n^n  D^m 
mis  ^3ni3i   cip^   bDn  nnt    iwb  mis 
nn^n  nnsb  ib>s^  cnmn  csnn  rw  ntn^ni  .  nsnb 

«  vi^i    >T  no  mis 


"  Whosoever  despises  the  wise  men  has  no  share  in  the  world 
to  come.  But  notwithstanding  this,  if  there  come  witnesses  to 
prove  that  he  has  been  guilty  of  contempt,  even  in  words,  liis 
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sentence  is  excommunication,  and  the  tribunal  (house  of  judg 
ment)  excommunicates  him  publicly,  and  everywhere  mulct 
him  in  a  pound  of  gold,  and  give  it  to  the  wise  man.  He  that 
despiseth  a  wise  man  in  words,  even  after  his  death,  is  to  be 
excommunicated  by  the  tribunal,"  £c.  We  now  ask  the  Jews 
of  modern  times  wThat  they  think  of  those  who  made  their  own 
personal  honour  the  subject  of  legislation,  wyho  required  the 
same  reverence  for  their  words  as  the  Word  of  God,  and  who 
dragged  up  him  that  refused  it  before  a  tribunal,  had  him 
sentenced  to  pecuniary  fine,  and  excommunication  ;  and,  be 
sides  all  this,  excluded  him  from  the  hope  of  everlasting  life  ? 
Had  such  men  any  idea  of  liberty  of  conscience  ? 


No.  III. 

RABBINIC   INJUSTICE  TO  WOMEN,   SLAVES,   AND   GENTILES. 

IF  any  of  our  readers  should  think  that  the  design  of  these 
papers  is  to  represent  the  oral  law  as  a  system  of  unmixed  evil, 
we  beg  to  assure  them  that  they  are  mistaken.  We  are  fully 
aware  that  a  system  based  on  the  law  and  the  prophets,  must 
and  does  contain  much  that  is  good  and  worthy  of  admiration. 
Of  this  nature  is  the  general  command  to  all  Israelites  to  study 
the  law,  which  is  as  follows  : — "  Every  man  of  Israel  is  bound 
to  study  the  law.  Whether  he  be  poor  or  rich,  healthy  or  un 
healthy,  young  or  old,  yea,  though  he  live  upon  alms,  and  beg 
from  door  to  door,  and  though  he  have  a  wife  and  children,  he 
is  bound  to  set  apart  a  fixed  time  for  the  study  of  the  law,  by 
day  and  by  night,  as  it  is  written,  '  Thou  shalt  meditate  therein 
by  day  and  by  night.'  "  And  again,  the  maxim,  "  Every  one 
that  is  bound  to  learn  is  also  bound  to  teach  ; "  and  that, 
"  therefore,  a  man  is  bound  to  teach  his  son  and  his  son's  son," 
£c.,  is  in  accordance  with  the  plain  command  of  God,  and  is 
therefore  good.  But  the  explanation  and  development  of  these 
good  principles  shows  that  the  system  itself  is  radically  bad, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  from  God.  No  one  will  deny  that  the 
Kabbies  are  right  in  asserting  the  obligation  resting  on  every 
Israelite  to  study  the  law :  but  they  are  wrong  in  their 
explanation  of  what  the  law  is.  Immediately  after  the  above 
good  command,  the  oral  law  goes  on  to  say,  "Every  one  is 
bound  to  divide  the  time  of  his  study  into  three  parts :  one- 
third  to  be  devoted  to  the  written  law ;  one-third  to  Mishna  ; 
and  one-third  to  Gemara : "  so  that  the  written  law  of  God  is 
to  have  only  half  as  much  attention  as  the  traditions  of  men. 
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This  is  bad  enough.  But  the  Rabbies  do  not  stop  here.  They 
go  on  to  say,  that  this  third  of  attention  is  only  required  when 
a  man  begins  to  study,  but  that  when  he  has  made  progress, 
he  is  to  read  the  law  of  God  only  at  times,  and  to.  devote 
himself  to  Gernara. 


b::s  DIN  be?  i-rrabn  nbnra 
sbi  nrosa?  rrnn  -nabb  ib  -pns  sm  sbi  nnsnn 
G^BTO  c^nrn  sip*1  no  bsnt&  rmm  TEH  piosb 
•m  nDttr*  sbtp  ^o  roiBt&rr  "Hrm  nronttf  rmn 

mm 


"What  has  been  said  refers  only  to  the  beginning  of  a  man's 
learning,  but  as  soon  as  a  man  becomes  great  in  wisdom,  and 
has  no  need  of  learning  the  written  law,  or  of  labouring  con 
stantly  in  the  oral  law,  let  him  at  fixed  times  read  them,  that 
he  may  not  forget  any  of  the  judgments  of  the  law,  but  let  him 
devote  all  his  days  to  Gemara."  It  is  to  be  observed  that  "  oral 
law"  is  here  taken  in  a  limited  sense,  as  referring  to  the  ex 
positions  of  the  written  law,  or,  as  Rabbi  Joseph  Karo  *  explains 
it,  the  Mishna  ;  and  Gemara  signifies  the  legal  decisions  which 
are  inferred  by  a  process  of  reasoning,  and  to  this  third  topic  of 
Jewish  theology  the  Israelites  are  commanded  to  give  the  chief 
of  their  time  and  attention,  rather  than  to  the  written  Word  of 
God. 

The  apparent  excellence  of  the  above  command  to  study  the 
law  is  thus  utterly  destroyed  by  the  Rabbinical  exposition  of 
what  is  to  be  studied.  And  if  we  go  on  to  inquire  upon  whom 
this  command  is  binding,  the  Rabbinical  answer  will  afford  just 
as  little  satisfaction.  When  the  Rabbies  say,  that  "  every  man 
of  Israel  is  bound  to  study  the  law,"  they  mean  to  limit  the 
study  to  the  men  of  Israel,  and  to  exclude  the  women  and  slaves. 
The  very  first  sentence  of  the  Hilchoth  Talmud  Torah  is 


r  rrnn  Tuana  anitss  D^tapi  nnmn 

"Women  and  slaves  and  children  are  exempt  from  the  study 
of  the  law."  According  to  this  declaration,  women  are  not 
obliged  to  learn.  The  following  extract  will  confirm  this 
opinion,  and  at  the  same  time  show  that  there  is  no  obligation 
on  fathers  to  have  their  daughters  taught. 

bss  -CD  nb  a?^  n-nn  mabtp 
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*  Joreh  Deah,  sec.  246. 
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"  A  woman  who  learns  the  law  has  a  reward,  but  it  is  not 
equal  to  the  reward  which  the  man  has,  because  she  is  not 
commanded  to  do  so:  for  no  one  who  does  anything  which  he  is 
not  commanded  to  do,  receives  the  same  reward  as  he  who  is 
commanded  to  do  it,  but  a  less  one.  But  though  the  woman 
has  a  reward,  the  wise  men  have  commanded  that  no  man 
should  teach  his  daughter  the  "law,  for  this  reason,  that  the 
majority  of  women  have  not  got  a  mind  fitted  for  study,  but 
pervert  the  words  of  the  law  on  account  of  the  poverty  of  their 
mind.  The  wise  men  have  said,  Every  one  that  teacheth  his 
daughter  the  law  is  considered  as  if  he  taught  her  transgression.* 
But  this  applies  only  to  the  oral  law.  As  to  the  written  law, 
he  is  not  to  teach  her  systematically  ;  but  if  he  has  taught  her, 
he  is  not  to  be  considered  as  having  taught  her  transgression." 

According  to  this  decision,  it  is  absolutely  forbidden  to  teach 
a  woman  the  oral  law  ;  and  the  teaching  of  it  is  looked  upon 
as  the  teaching  of  transgression  nibBTI-  We  cannot  forbear 
asking  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law,  whether  it  does  not  here 
testify  against  itself  that  it  is  bad.  It  declares  of  itself  that  it 
is  unfit  for  the  perusal  and  study  of  the  pure  female  mind,  and 
that  it  is  as  corrupting  as  the  teaching  of  transgression.  We 
ask,  then,  can  such  a  law  be  divine?  Can  it  proceed  from  the 
God  of  Israel,  who  hath  said,  "  Be  ye  holy,  for  I  am  holy  ?  " 
What  a  noble  testimony  to  the  superiority  of  the  written  Word, 
and  to  the  justice  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ's  opposition  to  the 
oral  law!  The  oral  law  itself  says,  "He  that  teacheth  his 
daughter  the  oral  law,  is  to  be  considered  as  if  he  taught  her 
transgression.  He  that  teacheth  her  the  written  law,  is  not 
to  be  so  considered."  With  such  a  confession,  we  fearlessly 
ask  the  sons  and  daughters  of  Israel,  who  then  was  in  the  right  ? 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  who  opposed  it,  or  the  scribes  and  Pha 
risees  who  defended  it? 

But  "the  wise  men"  also  forbid  Israelites  to  teach  women  the 
written  law,  and  declare  that  women  are  not  bound  to  learn. 
For  the  prohibition  they  assign  two  reasons.  First,  they  say 
that  God  has  commanded  them  to  teach  only  their  sons,  in 
proof  of  which  they  refer  to  Deut.  xi.  19,  "  And  ye  shall  teach 


In  the  translation  of  this  word  we  follow  the  interpretation  of  the 
Joreh  Deah,  which  renders  it  nTTES  "UT.  This  is  obviously  not  the  place  to 
discuss  the  other  opinions  of  the  Rabbies. 
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them  your  children."  In  the  Hebrew  it  is  GD^I  "your 
sons  ;  and  the  rabbies  infer  CD\"n:n  nS  HT1»  "  and 
not  your  daughters.  "  *  Secondly,  they  say,  as  we  have 
seen  above,  "  that  the  majority  of  women  have  not  got 
minds  fitted  for  study,"  and  in  the  Talmud  t  this  is  attempted 
to  be  proved  from  Scripture.  "  A  wise  woman  once  asked 
R.  Eliezer,  How  it  was  that  after  the  sin  of  the  golden  calf, 
those  who  were  alike  in  transgressions  did  not  all  die  the 
same  death?  He  replied,  A  woman's  wisdom  is  only  for  the 
distaff,  as  it  is  written,  '  All  the  women  that  were  wise-hearted 
did  spin  with  their  hands.'  "  (Exod.  xxxv.  25.)  We  hesitate  not 
to  say,  that  both  these  reasons  are  contrary  to  Scripture.  We 
do  not  deny  that  CD^^C  signifies  sons,  but  we  utterly  deny  the 
conclusion  of  the  Rabbies,  that  because  the  masculine  word  is 
used,  therefore  the  women  are  not  included  in  the  command. 
There  is  an  abundance  of  instances  in  which  the  masculine  word 
D^D!H  is  used  for  children  generally,  without  any  allusion  to  sex. 
Take  for  example  Exod.  xxii.  23  (in  the  English  24),  "And  my 
wrath  shall  wax  hot,  and  I  will  kill  you  with  the  sword;  and 
your  wives  shall  be  widows,  and  your  children  D3"22  (literally 
your  sons)  orphans.  "  Here  again  the  masculine  word  is  usea, 
so  that  if  the  Rabbinical  argument  be  valid  in  the  above  case, 
it  will  be  valid  here,  and  consequently  the  daughters  are  ex 
cluded  from  this  denunciation,  so  that  the  sons  were  to  be 
orphans,  but  not  the  daughters,  which  is  plainly  impossible.  In 
the  same  way  we  can  prove  that  the  daughters  of  Israel  did  not 
wander  in  tne  wilderness  forty  years,  for  in  Numbers  xiv.  33, 
it  is  said.  "And  your  children  Q^mi  (literally  your  sons,  and, 
therefore,  according  to  Talmudic  logic,  not  your  daughters) 
shall  wander  in  the  wilderness  forty  years."  The  same  logic 
will  also  prove  that  daring  the  three  days  of  miraculous  darkness 
in  Egypt,  the  women  of  Israel  were  left  in  darkness  as  well  as 
the  Egyptians,  for  it  is  said  all  the  children  of  Israel  (b^bl 
^SHtt^  ^D^  ,  literally  the  sons  of  Israel)  had  light  in  their 
dwellings.  And  thus  also  it  might  be  proved  that  not  one  OA 
the  ten  commandments  is  binding  upon  the  women,  for  the 
masculine  gender  is  employed  throughout.  This  logic,  therefore, 
is  evidently  false  ;  and  we  conclude,  on  the  contrary,  that  as  the 
women  are  included  in  all  these  passages  —  as  they  wandered 
through  the  wilderness,  and  had  light  in  their  dwellings  —  and 
are  bound  to  keep  the  ten  commandments  as  well  as  the  men,  so 
also  they  are  included  in  the  command,  "  Ye  shall  teach  them 
your  children,"  and  that,  therefore,  the  command  of  the  oral 
law  not  to  teach  women,  is  contrary  to  the  Word  of  God.  But 
we  are  not  confined  to  argument,  God  has  plainly  commanded 
that  the  women  should  learn  as  well  as  the  men.  "And  Moses 

*  See  Kiddushin,  fol.  29,  col.  2.  t  Joma.,  fol.  66,  col.  2. 
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commanded  them,  saying,  At  the  end  of  every  seven  years,  in 
the  solemnity  of  the  year  of  release  in  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles, 
when  all  Israel  is  come  to  appear  before  the  Lord  thy  God  in 
the  place  which  he  shall  choose,  thou  shalt  read  this  law  before 
all  Israel  in  their  hearing.  Gather  the  people  together,  men  and 
women,  and  children,  and  thy  stranger  that  is  within  thy  gates, 


that  they  may  hear,  and  that  they  may  learn  Tti*h*  "J^ftbl  ,  and 
fear  the  Lord  your  God,  and  observe  to  do  all  the  words  of  this 
law."      (Deut.  xxxi.  10  —  12.)     Here  a  most  beautiful  order  is 
observed,  and  required  of  women  as  well  as  men  ;  hearing  — 
—  learning  —  fearing  —  keeping  the  words  of  the  law  —  God  wills 
that  the  women  should  fear  him  and  keep  his  commandments 
as  well  as  the  men;  and  therefore  he  wills  that  they  should 
make  use  of  the  same  means,  that  they  should  hear,  and  learn 
all  the  words  of  the  law.    The  traditionists  have,  therefore,  in 
this  case  plainly  made  void  the  law  of  God.     God  commands 
women  as  well  as  men  to  learn  the  law  ;  the  Rabbies  say  they 
are  exempt  from  this  duty.     God  commands  that  the  woman 
should  be  taught.     It  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  oral  law, 
which  contradicts  the  written  law,  cannot  be  from  God.     The 
command  of  God  is  so  plain  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  enter  deeply 
into  the  second  Rabbinical  reason  for  the  prohibition  to  teach 
women  the  law.     It  is  evident  that  God  did  not  think  that  the 
poverty    of  their  understanding  was   any^   obstacle  to  their 
learning  his  will.     Indeed  it  has  pleased  Him  to  show  that  He 
is  no  respecter  of  persons  with  regard  to  male  or  female,  more 
than  with  regard  to  rich  or  poor.    He  has  not  only  given  them 
his  law,  but  conferred  on  women  as  well  as  men  the  gift  of 
prophecy,  so  that  the  names  of  Deborah,  Hannah,  and  Huldah, 
must  ever  be  remembered  amongst  the  inspired  messengers  of 
God.   The  Rabbies  seem  to  have  forgotten  that  "the  fear  of  the 
Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom,"  and  that  this  fear  may  be 
implanted  by  God  just  as  easily  in  the  heart  of  a  woman  as  oi 
a  Rabbi.      But  without  inquiring  further  into  their  reasons  01 
their  motives,  suffice  it  to  say,  that  the  oral  law  in  thus  robbing 
women  of  their  right  and  inheritance  in  the  law  of  God,  and  in 
degrading  them  to  the  same  category  with  children  and  slaves, 
is  opposed  to  the  plain  commands  of  the  written  law.     But  not 
so  the  New  Testament.     It  exactly  agrees  with  the  Old  in 
considering  woman  as  a  rational  and  responsible  being,  and  a 
candidate  for  everlasting  life.      It,  therefore,  gives  one  general 
rule  for  the  education  of  children,  male  and  female.  "  Ye  fathers, 
provoke  not  your  children  to  wrath,  but  bring  them  up  in  the 
nurture  and  admonition  of  the  Lord."     (Ephes.  vi.  4.)    It  does 
indeed  prescribe  modesty  and  subjection  to  the  women  in  the 
mode  of  learning,  but  in  so  doing  it  plainly  points  out  their 
duty  to  become  acquainted  with  the  will  of  God.     "  Let  the 
woman  learn  iu  silence  with  all  subjection.     But  I  suffer  not  a 
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woman  to  teach  nor  to  usurp  authority  over  the  man,  but  to  be 
in  silence."     (1  Tim.  ii.  11,  12.) 

In  these  and  other  passages  the  woman  is  placed  in  the 
position  assigned  her  in  the  Old  Testament,  and  not  in  the  very 
subordinate  rank  imposed  upon  her  by  the  oral  law.  "  Women, 
and  slaves  (S'n^),  and  children,  are  exempt  from  the  study 
of  the  law."  But  we  think  that  this  rule  is  as  false  with 
regard  to  slaves  as  to  women.  Here  the  oral  law  says  that 
slaves  are  not  bound  to  learn.  In  Hilchoth  Avadim,  c.  viii. 
18,  we  find  that  they  are  not  to  be  taught. 


rmn  i-as  ns  "robb  mwb 


"  It  is  forbidden  to  a  man  to  teach  his  slave  the  law."  But, 
alas,  the  passage  of  the  Word  of  God  which  forbids  it,  is  not 
referred  to.  It  is  only  an  inference  from  the  passage,  "Ye 
shall  teach  your  sons  ;  "  but  is  evidently  contrary  to  the  whole 
tenour  of  the  law  of  Moses.  In  the  first  place,  the  Israelite 
who  had  been  sold  by  the  tribunal,  or  who,  on  account  of 
poverty,  had  sold  himself,  was  still  an  Israelite,  and  did  not 
forfeit,  finally,  his  right  to  his  inheritance  in  the  land  ;  how, 
then,  could  he  forfeit  his  right  to  the  law,  which  Moses  gavt 
as  "  the  inheritance  of  the  congregation  of  Jacob  ?  "  The  law 
of  Moses  expressly  provides  a  day  of  rest  "  for  the  man  servant 
and  the  maid  servant,"  that  they  may  not  only  have  rest  for 
their  bodies,  but  may  have  time  to  learn  the  will  of  God,  and 
provide  for  that  eternity  to  which  they  are  hastening  as  well 
as  their  masters.  Indeed,  if  meditation  on  the  Word  of  God 
was  more  necessary  for  cne  Israelite  than  another,  it  was  for 
the  Hebrew  servant.  If  he  had  been  guilty  of  theft,  and  had 
been  sold  by  the  tribunal,  he  had  special  need  of  instruction  in 
the  law  of  God  to  lead  him  to  repentance,  and  to  teach  him  his 
duty  for  the  future.  If  he  had  been  guilty  of  no  crime,  but 
had  been  compelled  by  poverty  to  sacrifice  liis  liberty,  surely 
he  neecled  the  consolation  which  the  Word  of  God  can  supply, 
to  enable  him  to  bear  his  hard  lot  with  patience,  and  to  prevent 
him  from  murmuring.  But  here  the  oral  law  steps  in,  and 
actually  prohibits  his  master  from  teaching  him  ;  and  instead 
of  encouraging  him  in  his  leisure  time  to  turn  to  the  Word  of 
God  as  his  refuge  and  his  comfort,  it  tells  him  that  he  is  not 
bound  to  study  it.  Here,  again,  the  New  Testament  is  much 
more  like  the  law  of  Moses,  which  breathes,  all  through,  a 
spirit  of  the  most  tender  compassion  for  those  in  servitude, 
Moses  commands  the  Israelites  to  remember  that  they  had 
themselves  been  bondmen  in  Egypt.  The  New  Testament 
reminds  Christian  masters  that  they  have  a  master  in  heaven. 
"  Ye  masters,  do  the  same  things  unto  them,  forbearing 
threatening  :  knowing  that  your  master  also  is  in  heaven  ; 
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neither  is  there  respect  of  persons  with  him."  (Ephes.  vi.  9.) 
It  also  plainly  teaches  that  the  relation  which  exists  between 
believing  masters  and  servants  is,  before  God,  that  of  brethren. 
"  And  they  that  have  believing  masters,  let  them  not  despise 
them,  because  they  are  brethren  ;  but  rather  do  them  service 
because  they  are  faithful  and  beloved,  partakers  of  the  benefit." 
(1  Tim.  vi.  2.)  Yea,  the  New  Testament  lays  down  a  general 
principle,  the  very  opposite  of  that,  that  "  women,  and  slaves, 
and  children  are  exempt  from  the  study  of  the  law."  It  says, 
"  There  is  neither  Jew  nor  Greek,  there  is  neither  bond  nor 
free,  there  is  neither  male  nor  female,  for  ye  are  all  one  in  Christ 
Jesus."  (Gal.  iii.  28.)  It  does  not  dispense  men  from  their 
relative  duties,  nor  deprive  any  of  their  legitimate  privileges, 
but  teaches  that  for  all,  Jew  or  Greek,  bond  or  free,  male  or 
female,  there  is  but  one  way  of  salvation.  Very  different  is 
the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law.  We  have  seen  that  it  makes 
a  grand  distinction  between  male  and  female,  bond  and  free,  we 
need  not,  therefore,  be  surprised  if  it  make  the  line  of  demarca 
tion  broader  still  between  Jew  and  Greek. 
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"  A  Gentile  who  employs  himself  in  the  law  is  guilty  of  death. 
He  is  not  to  employ  himself  except  in  the  seven  commandments 
that  belong  to  the  Gentiles.  And  thus  a  Gentile  who  keeps  a 
Sabbath,  though  it  be  on  one  of  the  week  days  —  if  he  make  it  to 
himself  as  a  Sabbath,  he  is  guilty  of  death.  It  is  not  necessary 
to  add,  if  he  appoint  for  himself  a  festival.  The  general  rule  is 
that  they  are  not  permitted  to  innovate  in  religion,  or  to  make 
commandments  for  themselves  out  of  their  own  heads.  Either 
let  a  Gentile  become  a  proselyte  of  righteousness,  and  take  upon 
him  the  whole  law  :  or  let  'him  remain  in  his  own  law,  and 
neither  add  nor  diminish.  But  if  he  employs  himself  in  the 
law,  or  keeps  a  Sabbath,  or  makes  any  innovation,  he  is  to  be 
beaten  and  punished,  and  informed  that  he  is  for  this  guilty  of 
death—but  he  is  not  to  be  killed."  (Hilchoth  Melachim,  c.  x. 
9.)  This  law  is  taken  from  the  Talmudical  treatise  Sanhedrin,* 

*  Fol.  59,  col.  1. 
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where  it  is  followed  by  an  apparently  contradictory  statement, 
"  that  a  Gentile  who  employs  himself  in  the  law  is  as  good  as  a 
high  priest;"  but  the  contradiction  is  immediately  removed  by 
the  explanation  which  there  follows,  and  says,  that  "  law  "  is  to 
be  understood  of  the  seven  commandments  of  the  Gentiles. 
Now  we  admit  liberty  of  conscience  was  not  understood  at  the 
time ;  and  that  it  would  be  unjust  to  expect  that  the  compilers 
of  the  oral  law  (who  were  ignorant  of,  or  opposed  to,  the  New 
Testament,  where  liberty  of  conscience  was  first  plainly  revealed) 
should  be  at  all  elevated  above  the  level  of  their  own  times. 
But  making  this  admission  and  apology  for  the  men,  we  cannot 
help  saying  that  the  law  itself  is  badr  and  cannot  be  from  God. 
Religion  is  a  matter  between  God  and  man.  The  heart,  the 
conscience,  and  the  understanding  are  all  alike  concerned. 
Instruction  out  of  God's  Word  is,  therefore,  the  only  means  of 
producing  conviction.  Entertaining  these  sentiments,  we  en 
deavour  to  compare  the  oral  law  with  the  Word  of  God,  and  to 
convince  its  advocates  that  they  are  in  error.  We  do  not  wish 
to  have  the  modern  Jews  confounded  with  the  authors  of  the 
system.  Very  many  Jews  of  the  present  day  are  ignorant  of  its 
details.  Not  having  time  to  make  the  inquiry,  they  take  it  for 
granted,  that  their  forefathers  were  right  in  preferring  their 
own  system  to  Christianity,  and  that  they  are  bound  to  do  the 
same.  But  even  those  who  are  learned  in  the  oral  law,  and 
know  its  details,  are  not  to  be  viewed  in  the  same  light  as 
the  original  compilers.  They  have  received  the  system  from 
their  forefathers,  and  view  it  through  the  medium  of  filial 
affection  and  national  prejudice.  They  remember  that  to  the 
Jews  the  law  was  given,  and  that  the  Jewish  nation  has  been 
the  original  instrument  in  God's  hand  to  diffuse  light  over  the 
world;  they  have  therefore  hitherto  taken  it  for  granted  that 
they  must  be  right.  The  narrow  prejudices  of  Christians  for 
ages  confirmed  them  in  their  views.  But  now  circumstances 
are  different.  Christians  begin  to  understand  the  position  in 
which  God  has  placed  the  Jewish  nation,  and  to  look  forward  to 
their  restoration  to  the  favour  of  God  as  the  time  of  blessing  for 
the  whole  world.  Christians  can  now  honour  and  estimate  the 
learning,  the  talent,  and  the  constancy  of  those  very  Rabbies 
whose  system  they  consider  as  erroneous.  Now,  then,  is  the  time 
for  the  Jews  themselves  to  inquire  into  those  religious  opinions, 
which  have  been  handed  down  to  them,  and  to  compare  them 
with  the  law  and  the  prophets.  We  trust  that  many  will  admit, 
that  the  laws  which  we  have  been  considering  are  bad,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  from  God.  Let  them  then  remember,  that 
the  originators  of  these  laws  are  the  men  who  rejected  the 
claims  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  If  then  these  men  were  in 
error  in  making  these  laws,  they  were  in  condemning  Jesus  ol 
Nazareth  because  he  opposed  them ;  and  if  the  laws  be  bad,  the 
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Lord  Jesus  was  right  in  opposing  them.  Yea,  and  where  they 
taught  error  He  and  his  disciples  taught  the  truth.  The 
Rabbies  have  taught  constraint.  Jesus  of  Nazareth  and  his 
disciples  have  taught  that  fire  is  not  to  be  called  down  from 
heaven  on  those  who  differ  from  us ;  that  "  the  servant  of  God 
must  not  strive;  but  be  gentle  to  all  men,  apt  to  teach,  patient, 
in  meekness  instructing  those  that  oppose  themslves;  if  God 
will  peradventure  give  them  repentance  to  the  acknowledging  of 
the  truth."  (2  Tim.  ii.  25.) 


No.  IV. 

RABBINIC  INTOLERANCE  TOWARDS   OTHER   NATIONS. 

THE  Jewish  deputies,  when  asked  by  Napoleon  whether  they 
considered  Frenchmen  as  their  brethren,  replied  in  the  affir 
mative,  and  after  quoting  the  Mosaic  laws  respecting  the 
stranger  said,  "  To  these  sentiments  of  benevolence  towards  the 
stranger,  Moses  has  added  the  precept  of  general  love  for  man 
kind  :  '  Love  thy  fellow-creature  as  thyself' "  *  And  in  the 
authorized  Jewish  Catechism  used  in  Bavaria,  after  the  expla 
nation  of  the  moral  duties,  we  find  the  following  question : — 
"  Are  these  laws  and  duties,  affirmative  and  negative  command 
ments,  binding  with  respect  to  a  non-Israelite  ?  "  ANSWER — 
"  By  all  means,  for  the  fundamental  law  of  all  these  duties, 
*  Love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself, '  is  expressly  laid  down  by  the 
Holy  Scriptures  in  reference  to  the  non-Israelite,  yea,  to  the 
heathen,  as  it  is  written,  «  And  if  a  stranger  sojourn  with  thee 
in  your  land,  ye  shall  not  vex  him.  But  the  stranger  that 
dwelleth  with  you  shall  be  unto  you  as  one  born  amongst  you, 
and  thou  shalt  love  him  as  thyself :  for  ye  were  strangers  in  the 
land  of  Egypt :  I  am  the  Lord  your  God.' "  (Levit.  xix. 
33 — 35.)f  These  declarations  are  very  explicit,  and,  as  forming 
part  of  public  documents,  highly  satisfactory.  The  repre 
sentatives  of  the  Jewish  people  in  France,  and  the  teachers  of 
the  Jewish  youth  in  Bavaria,  declare,  that  in  the  scriptural 
command, "  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself,"  neighbour 
means  fellow-man,  without  distinction  of  nation  or  religion. 
Where  then  did  they  learn  this  interpretation?  From  the 

*  Transactions  of  Parisian  Sanhedrin,  p.  178. 

t  Lehrbuch  der  Mosaischen  Religion.     Munchen,  1826,  page  150. 
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Talmud  or  from  the  New-Testament?  The  Jewish  deputies 
say,  from  the  former.  On  the  page  cited  above  they  add,  "  This 
doctrine  is  also  professed  by  the  Talmud.  We  are  bound,  says 
a  Talmudist,  to  love  as  brethren  all  those  who  observe  the 
Noachides*  whatever  their  religious  opinions  may  otherwise 
be.  We  are  bound  to  visit  their  sick,  to  bury  their  dead,  to 
assist  their  poor,  like  those  of  Israel.  In  short,  there  is  no  act 
of  humanity  which  a  true  Israelite  is  not  bound  to  perform 
towards  those  who  observe  the  Noachides."  The  Bavarian 
Catechism  is  more  cautious.  It  makes  no  such  bold  assertion 
respecting  the  Talmud.  It  only  intimates  that  the  oral  law 
teaches  this  doctrine,  by  subjoining  to  the  passage  from  Leviticus 
the  same  extract  from  Maimonides,  alluded  to  by  the  Jewish 
deputies.  The  Catechism  gives  the  extract  a  Little  more  at 
length,  and  as  follows  :  —  "  We  are  bound  in  everything  to  treat 
the  non-Israelite,  who  sojourns  with  us,  with  justice  and  with 
love,  as  we  would  treat  an  Israelite.  Yea,  we  are  even  bound 
to  maintain  him,  as  the  Scripture  teaches  in  the  words,  «  Thou 
shalt  give  it  to  the  stranger  that  is  in  thy  gates,  that  he  may  eat 
it.'  (]5eut.  xiv.  21.)  Our  wise  men  have  commanded  us  for  the 
good  of  society,  even  to  visit  the  sick  of  the  heathen,  to  bury 
their  dead,  and  to  deal  out  alms  to  them  :  for  of  our  Creator  it 
is  said,  '  The  Lord  is  good  to  all  ;  and  his  tender  mercies  are  over 
all  his  works.'  (Psalm  cxlv.  9.)  (Maimonid.  Hilchoth  Melachim, 
10,  12.)" 

No  doubt  the  passage  as  here  given,  both  by  the  French 
deputies  and  the  Bavarian  Catechism,  is  very  plausible  ;  and  if 
it  could  be  found  verbatim,  either  in  the  Talmud  or  any  of  its 
compendiums,  would  go  far  to  justify  the  bold  assertion  of  the 
former,  and  the  cautious  insinuation  of  the  latter.  But  unfortu 
nately  the  original  passage  is  very  different.  In  the  above 
citations,  it  is  mutilated  in  order  to  suit  the  purpose  of  the 
citers.  In  the  Jad  Hachasakah  it  stands  as  follows  :  — 


niznn  ^-D  es  j^maa?  >b   n^-p   pi 
jnvnnb  PISE  12S  'nnrc  .  bN-iaro  n^-ron 
nn    *   nbssi    mann    Tn^t&n   ntr?w   -ab 
sb  D>I:Q   .  Dibit?   cnb   •ph'S'O 
.  nmbin  -?pnb  a^an  IT.S  D'nn 

ns  onQbi  «bsnii?>  >no  as 


b^b   'n 
bsi 


*  We  quote  the  passage  as  we  find  it.  Noachides  is  here  taken  for  the  seven 
commandment*  of  the  children  of  Noah,  contrary  to  the  usnal  acceptation  of  the 
word. 

C 
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"And  thus  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  proselytes  allowed  to 
sojourn  are  to  be  treated  with  the  same  courtesy  and  bene 
volence  as  the  Israelites  ;  for  behold,  we  are  commanded  to 
maintain  them,  as  it  is  written,  '  Thou  shalt  give  it  to  the 
stranger  (proselyte)  that  is  in  thy  gates,  that  he  may  eat  it.' 
As  to  that  saying  of  our  wise  men  not  to  return  their  salute, 
it  refers  to  the  Gentiles,  not  to  the  proselyte  allowed  to  sojourn. 
But  even  with  regard  to  the  heathen,  the  wise  men  have 
commanded  us  to  visit  their  sick,  and  to  bury  their  dead 
with  the  dead  of  Israel,  and  to  feed  their  poor  along  with  the 
poor  of  Israel,  FOR  THE  SAKE  OF  THE  WAYS  OF  PEACE  : 

I  for  it  is  written,  «  The  Lord  is  good  to  all,  and  his  mercies 
are  over  all  his  works  ;  and  again,  '  Her  ways  are  ways  of 
pleasantness,  and  all  her  paths  are  peace.'"  (Prov.  iii.  17.) 
The  reader  will  observe  that  there  are  several  striking  dif 
ferences  between  this  translation  and  that  of  the  Bavarian 
Catechism ;  and  these  differences  prove  that,  by  the  word 
"  neighbour,"  the  oral  law  does  not  understand  a  fellow-man 
without  any  regard  to  his  religious  opinions.  First,  the 
Bavarian  Catechism  says,  "  We  are  bound  in  everything  to  treat 
the  non-Israelite  who  sojourns  with  us  with  justice  and  with 
love,  and  as  we  would  treat  an  Israelite."  The  original  says, 
"  And  thus  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  proselytes  allowed  to  so 
journ  are  to  be  treated  with  the  same  courtesy  and  benevolence 
as  the  Israelites."  The  Bavarian  Catechism  translates  this 
passage  as  it  if  were  the  undisputed  law  of  Israel  thus  to  act ; 
whereas  Maimonides  only  offers  his  own  opinion.  He  says,  "  It 
appears  to  me."  Here  the  French  deputies  represent  the  matter 
more  accurately,  by  saying,  "  We  are  bound,  says  a  Talmudist." 
Not  the  Talmud,  but  a  Talmudist.  Then,  again,  the  Bavarian 
Catechism  speaks  generally  of  "  non-Israelites. "  Maimonides 
speaks  of  only  one  particular  class,  the  proselytes  who  had 
permission  to  sojourn  in  the  land  of  Israel.  Tnat  we  do  not 
misrepresent  Maimonides'  meaning,  is  plain  from  the  words  of 
the  Jewish  deputies,  who  also  restrict  the  sense  to  that  one 
particular  class.  "  We  are  bound,  says  a  Talmudist,  to  love  as 
brethren  all  those  who  observe  the  Noachides,  whatever  their 
religious  opinions  may  otherwise  be.  "  Here,  then,  on  the 
showing  of  the  Jewish  deputies  themselves,  the  Talmud  does 
not  teach  that  all  men  are  to  be  loved  as  brethren,  but  only 
those  who  keep  the  seven  commandments  of  Noah.  How. 
then,  are  we  to  regard  the  idolater  and  the  heathen,  who  have 
not  embraced  these  seven  commandments,  and  how  are  we 
to  treat  them  ?  This  leads  us  to  notice, 

2dly,  The  important  omission  made  by  the  Bavarian 
Catechism.  In  citing  the  words  of  Maimonides,  the  compilers 
have  omitted  the  whole  sentence,  "  As  to  the  saving  of  our 
wise  men  not  to  return  their  salute,  it  refers  to  tlie  Gentiles, 
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not  to  the  proselytes  allowed  to  sojourn."  To  this  sentence,  the 
French  Jewish  deputies  have  also  made  no  allusion  ;  and  yet 
this  sentence  is  found  in  the  very  middle  of  the  passage  quoted. 
What  goes  before  and  what  follows  is  quoted  by  both,  but  both 
have  with  one  common  consent  omitted  this  passage.  Now  this 
mere  fact  of  omission  is,  in  itself,  sufficient  to  excite  the 
suspicions  of  Israelites  not  acquainted  with  the  oral  law.  The 
Jewish  deputies  in  Paris,  and  the  compilers  of  the  Jewish  Cate 
chism  in  Bavaria,  had  one  common  object — they  wished  to 
prove,  or  to  intimate,  that  the  Talmud  teaches  us  to  love  as 
ourselves  all  our  fellow-men,  without  any  respect  to  religious 
differences.  In  order  to  prove  this,  they  both  refer  to  one  and 
the  same  passage — and  from  the  middle  of  that  passage  they 
both  omit  one  important  sentence.  What  conclusion  will  be 
drawn  by  any  man  of  common  understanding  ?  Just  this,  that 
as  they  both  quote  one  and  the  same  passage,  there  must  be  a 
great  scarcity  of  proof  from  the  Talmud :  and  that,  as  they  both 
make  the  same  omission,  the  sentence  omitted  must  be  un 
favourable  to  that  proof ;  and  that,  therefore,  this  one  passage 
does  not  prove  that  the  Talmud  teaches  any  such  doctrine. 
Such  is  the  conclusion  to  which  we  are  led  by  considering  the 
facts  of  the  case.  An  examination  of  the  omitted  passage  will 
show  that  this  conclusion  is  most  just — "  As  to  the  saying  of 
our  wise  men,  not  to  return  their  salute,  it  refers  to  the 
Gentiles,  not  to  the  proselytes  allowed  to  sojourn."  Had  this 
passage  been  inserted  in  its  place,  the  Bavarian  Catechism 
could  not  have  been  translated  ^tPin  *HH  (sojourning  pro 
selytes)  "  non-Israelites,"  for  from  this  passage  it  appears  that 
these  sojourners  are  different  from  the  "  Gentiles,"  whose 
salute  is  not  to  be  returned.  In  plain  English,  this  passage 
restricts  "  the  courtesy  and  benevolence"  to  those  proselytes 
who,  by  taking  upon  them  the  seven  commandments  of  Noah, 
obtained  the  privilege  of  sojourning  in  the  land  of  Israel ;  and 
consequently  excludes  "the  Gentiles" — and  consequently  dis 
proves  the  assertion  that  the  Talmud  teaches  us  to  love  as 
ourselves  all  our  fellow-men  without  any  respect  to  religious 
differences.  On  the  contrary,  this  passage  tells  us  that  the 
salutation  of  the  Gentiles  is  not  to  be  returned.  It  prescribes 
two  different  lines  of  conduct  to  be  pursued  towards  different 
religionists,  and  makes  the  difference  of  religious  persuasion 
the  basis  of  the  rule.  But  some  readers  may  say,  that  the 
difference  is  veiy  small — that  the  command  "  not  to  return  the 
salute  of  the  Gentiles,"  is  a  mere  matter  of  etiquette — whereas 
the  command  to  visit  the  sick  of  the  Gentiles,  to  bury  their 
dead,  and  to  feed  their  poor ;  is  a  substantial  kindness.  This 
we  should  admit,  if  the  reason  assigned  for  such  conduct,  "  for 
the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace,"  did  not  utterly  remove  all  the 
apparent  kindness.  And  this  brings  us  to 
c  2 
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The  third  misrepresentation  of  the  Bavarian  Catechism.  It 
translates  the  words  mbttf  "OTT  ^2QE  (for  the  sake  of  the 
ways  of  peace)  "  for  the  good  of  society."  Here,  then,  there  is 
an  evident  difference  between  us.  But  who  is  right  ?  We  do 
not  ask  the  Israelite  to,  believe  us.  Maimonides  here  refers  to 
another  passage  of  the  oral  law,  where  this  expression  is  fully 
explained,  and  where  the  command  "  not  to  return  the  salu 
tation  of  the  Gentiles"  is  also  found.  We  will  give  this 
passage,  and  then  the  unlearned  can  judge  for  themselves  :  — 


eras 

bsittn  *  Dibtp  >:rn 

Dibit?  nnb  ^bsia  ]^si  Dibs?  -o-n  ^SD  D2n 
ib  nnb  inn  ovn  D'"OT  ^133  btp  wnb  02^  sbi 
nan  nsan  mbtz?  ib  ini2  piim  IS^D  » 
«b«  nnias  *ibsn 


nn^br  n^pn  bsnc^'*  TB? 
is  ^3DN  nzw  ni&v  ib^BM  .  i3^n  D 
sbs  *i3!snsn  ninr^  sb  nninon  aipab  nipiaxs 


b^p  GST  ni?^  >cb  ib"B« 

:  "131  at&in  -12  nt  <nn 

"  The  poor  of  the  idolaters  are  to  be  fed  with  the  poor  of  Israel 
for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace.  They  are  also  permitted  to 
have  part  of  the  gleaning,  the  forgotten  sheaf,  and  the  corner 
of  the  field,  for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace.  It  is  also  lawful 
to  ask  after  their  health,  even  on  their  feast-day,  for  the  sake  of 
the  ways  of  peace  ;  but  never  to  return  (literally,  reiterate)  the 
salutation,  nor  to  enter  the  house  of  an  idolater  on  the  day  of 
his  festival  to  salute  him.  If  he  be  met  in  the  street,  he  is  to 
be  saluted  in  a  low  tone  of  voice,  and  with  a  heavy  head.  But 
all  these  things  are  said  only  of  the  time  that  Israel  is  in 
captivity  among  the  nations,  or  that  the  hand  of  the  idolaters  is 
strong  upon  Israel.  Hut  when  the  hand  of  Israel  is  strong  upon 
them,  we  are  forbidden  to  stiffer  an  idolater  amongst  us,  even  so 
much  as  to  sojourn  incidentally,  or  to  pass  from  place  to  place 
with  merchandize.  He  is  not  to  pass  through  our  land  until  he 
take  upon  him  the  seven  commandments  given  to  the  children 
of  Noah,  for  it  is  said  '  They  shall  not  dwell  in  thy  land,' 
(Exod.  xxiii.  33,)  not  even  for  an  hour.  But  if  he  take  upon 
himself  the  seven  commandments,  then  he  is  a  proselyte 
permitted  to  sojourn  (ntt?in  n^)-"  Hilchoth  Accum,  c.  x.  5  &c. 
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This  is  the  passage   alluded  to,   and  the  reader   may   now 
judge  whether  the  words,  "  For  the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace," 
can  be  interpreted  as  the  Bavarian  Catechism  renders  them,  "for 
the  good  of  society."     If  so,  then  "  the  good  of  society"  is  to  be 
consulted  only  whilst  the   Jews   are  in   captivity,   and    the 
Gentiles  have  got  the  power  :  but  as  soon  as  the  Jews  get  the 
the  power,  "  the  good  of  society "  may  safely  be  disregarded. 
The  meaning  plainly  is,  that  in  the  present  position  of  affairs  it 
is  advisable  to  keep  the  peace  between  Jews  and  Gentiles, 
inasmuch  as  the  Gentiles  are  at  present  the  strongest.     Now, 
then,  it  is  expedient  to  visit  the  sick,  and  feed  the  poor,  and 
bury  the  dead  of  the  Gentiles,  for  this  will  promote  that  object  ; 
but  when   the   tables   are  turned,  and  the  Gentiles  are  the 
weakest,  there  will  be  no  necessity  "  for  the  ways  of  peace,"  or, 
as  the  Bavarian  Catechism  has  it,  "  for  the  good  of  society." 
In  is  plain,  therefore,  that  the  passage  cited  by  the  French 
deputies  and  the  Bavarian   Catechism,  does  not  answer  the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  cited.     It  does  not  prove  that  the 
Talmud  teaches  us  to  love  our  fellow-men  as  ourselves,  what 
ever  be  their  religious  opinions.     On  the  contrary,  it  teaches 
that  a  wide  distinction  is  to  be  made  between  one  class  of 
religionists  and  another  :  and  that  if  men  be  idolaters,  we  are 
to  show  them  no  kindness,  except  for  fear  of  the  consequences 
that  might  result  from  betraying  our  real  sentiments.     When, 
therefore,    the    Jewish    deputies    and   the    compilers    of   the 
Bavarian  Catechism  asserted  the  true  explanation  of  the  Mosaic 
command,  "  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself,"  it  is 
plain  that  they  had  not  learned  it  from  the  Talmud,  but  some 
where  else.     We  hesitate  not  to  say,  that  they  learned  it  from 
the  New  Testament,  for  there  it  is  taught  plainly,  repeatedly, 
and  without  any  reservation.     A  certain  lawyer  once  asked 
Jesus   of  Nazareth,   "  Who    is    my   neighbour  ?     And    Jesus 
answering,  said,  A  certain  man  went  down  from  Jerusalem  to 
Jericho,  and  fell  among  thieves,  which  stripped  him   of  his 
raiment,  and  wounded  him,  arid  departed,  leaving  him  half 
dead.     And  by  chance  there  came  down  a  certain  priest  that 
way ;  and  when  he  saw  him  he  passed  by  on  the  other  side; 
And   likewise   a   Levite,  when   he    was   at   the   place,  came 
and  looked  on  him,  and  passed  by  on  the  other  side.      But 
a  certain  Samaritan,  as  he  journeyed,  came  where  he  was  ; 
and  when  he  saw  him,  he  had  compassion  on  him,  and  went  to 
him,  and  bound  up  his  wounds,  pouring  in  oil  and  wine,  and 
set  him  on  his  own  beast,  and  brought  him  to  an  inn,  and  took 
care  of  him.     And  on  the  morrow  when  he  departed,  he  took 
out  two-pence,  and  gave  them  to  the  host,  and  said  unto  him, 
Take  care  of  him ;  and  whatsoever  thou  spendest  more,  when  I 
come   again,  I  will  repay  thee.     Which  now  of  these  three, 
thinkest   thou,   was   neighbour   to  him   that  fell   among  the 
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thieves  ?  And  lie  said,  He  that  showed  mercy  on  him.  Then 
said  Jesus  unto  him,  Go  thou  and  do  likewise."  (Luke  x.  29, 
&c.)  Here  then  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  teaches  us  that  we  are 
to  show  kindness  even  to  an  idolater,  for  that  even  he  is 
included  in  the  class  specified  by  the  word  "  neighbour." 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  makes  no  limitation  "  for  the  sake  of  the 
ways  of  peace,"  but  gives  a  general  command.  And  he  appears 
to  have  selected  this  case  of  a  man  lying  half  dead,  in  order  to 
contrast  it  with  a  similar  case  supposed  in  the  oral  law. 

"  If  a  Gentile,  and  idolater,  be  seen  perishing,  or  drowning  in 
a  river,  he  is  not  to  be  helped  out.  If  he  be  seen  near  to  death, 
he  is  not  to  be  delivered.  But  to  destroy  him  by  active  means, 
or  to  push  him  into  a  pit,  or  such-like  things,  is  forbidden,  as  he 
is  not  at  war  with  us."  *  The  Lord  Jesus  does  not  say  that  the 
man  who  went  down  from  Jerusalem  to  Jericho  was  an  idolater. 
He  only  says,  "  a  certain  man."  But  he  evidently  intimates 
that  he  was  such,  for  if  he  had  been  a  Jew,  the  priest  and  the 
Levite  would  not  have  passed  him  without  rendering  assistance. 
As  he  was  only  an  idolater,  according  to  the  oral  law,  the  priest 
and  the  Levite  were  not  simply  not  to  blame  in  leaving  him  to 
his  fate,  but  were  obeying  a  command.  They  saw  him  perish 
ing — near  to  death.  They  did  not  use  any  violence  to  accelerate 
it.  They  only  looked  at  him,  and  left  him  to  perish.  So  far, 
then,  the  lawyer  who  asked  the  question  thought  that  the  priest 
and  Levite  were  in  the  right.  But  then  the  Lord  Jesus  introduces 
a  Samaritan,  whom  the  oral  law  also  looks  upon  as  an  idolater, 
and  showing  how  he  acted,  he  appeals  to  the  plain  common 
sense  of  the  questioner,  "  Which  of  these  three  was  neighbour 
to  him  that  fell  among  thieves  ?  "  And  the  lawyer  is  compelled 
to  acknowledge,  "  He  that  showed  mercy."  We  make  a  similar 
appeal  to  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law.  We  ask,  which  is,  the 
oral  law  or  the  New  Testament,  the  most  like  the  law  of  God  ? 
The  oral  law  forbids  you  to  help  a  poor  dying  fellow-creature  in 
his  hour  of  need,  because  he  is  an  idolater.  It  commands  you  to 
stifle  the  natural  instinct  of  the  human  heart,  which  is  indeed 
the  voice  of  the  God  of  nature — to  behold  the  agonizing 
struggles,  and  hear  the  heartrending  cries  of  a  drowning  fellow- 
sinner,  and  yet  when  you  have  it  in  your  power  to  snatch  him 
from  the  jaws  of  death,  and  from  that  everlasting  destruction 
which  awaits  him,  to  leave  him  to  his  fate,  without  help  and 
without  pity.  The  New  Testament,  on  the  contraiy,  tells  you, 
that  though,  by  his  idolatry,  he  has  incurred  the  wrath  of  God, 
yet  he  is  your  neighbour — that  it  is  your  duty  to  help  him,  and 
by  that  veiy  help  to  endeavour  to  lead  him  to  the  truth. 
Which  then  agrees  with  the  law  of  God  ?  We  are  quite  sure 
that  the  language  of  your  heart  is,  the  New  Testament  is  right. 

*  Hilchoth  Accum,  c.  x.  1. 
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The  oral  law  is  wrong.     Your  brethren  in  France  and  Bavaria 
have  already  proclaimed  that  opinion  to  the   world.     In  the 
answer  of  the  Jewish  deputies  to  Napoleon  and  in  the  Bavarian 
Catechism,  they  have  said,  "  that  we  are  to  love  our  fellow- 
creature  as  ourselves,"  whatever  be  his  religion.     They  have 
thus  made  an  involuntary  acknowledgment  of  the  superiority  of 
the  New  Testament,  and  of  the  benefit  which  it  has  been  to  the 
world.     Just  suppose,   for   a  moment,   that  the    scribes   and 
Pharisees  had  succeeded  in  extirpating  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of 
Nazareth,  what  would  have  been  the  consequence  to  you  and  to 
the  world  ?     Had  the  doctrines  of  Jesus  perished,  the  oral  law 
would  have  had  an  undisturbed  and  universal  domination,  for 
the  Karaites  have  always  been  few  in  number,  and  have  never 
exerted  any  influence   on  mankind  at  large.     The   Jews  in 
France,  Bavaria,  as  well  as  in  England  and  elsewhere,  would  all 
have  known  the  law  only  according  to  the  oral  interpretation, 
and  consequently  would  not  have  understood  the  command, 
"  Thou  shalt  love  they  neighbour  as  thyself."     They  would  still 
have  held  the  fearful  doctrine,  that  a  perishing  idolater  was  not 
to  be  helped.     They  would,   moreover,   have  had  none  but 
idolaters  around  them,   for   all  the  knowledge  of  God  that 
prevails  amongst  us  Gentiles  comes  from  Jesus  of  Nazareth. 
Jew  and  Gentile,  then,  would  have  lived  "  hateful  and  hating 
each  other."     You  may  think,  perhaps,  that  some  mighty  spirit 
would  have  burst  the  chains  of  tradition,  and  reasserted,  the 
simple  truth  of  God.     But  such  an  event  is  altogether  beyond 
the  limits  of  probability.     One  of  the  mightiest  intellects  that 
ever  dwelt  in  a  tenement  of  clay  was  that  of  Moses,  the  son  of 
Maimon ;  a  man  whose  learning  and  industry  were  equal  to  his 
genius.     If  ever  there  was  a  Jew,  who  was  likely  to  overcome 
the  prejudices  of  tradition,  it  was  he.     And  yet  with  all  his 
genius  and  all  his  opportunities,  he  never  was  able  to  arrive  at 
the  true  sense  of  the  command  which  we  have  just  considered. 
The  atrocious  passages,  which  we  have  above  discussed,  are  all 
taken  from  his  compendium  of  the  oral  law.     You  are  indebted, 
then,  to  Jesus  of  Nazareth  for  your  deliverance  from  this  foul 
error.     With  respect  to  your  duty  to  your  neighbour,  your  own 
brethren  in  France  and  Bavaria  confess,  that  you  are  right  ii 
you  follow  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  that  you  are  wrong  if  you 
follow  those  who  rejected  him.     Remember,  then,  that  your 
duty  to  your  neighbour  is  half  of  the  whole  law  of  God,  and 
examine   whether  the  Christians,  who  are  confessedly  right 
in  the  second  table  of  the  law    do  not,  also,  possess  the  truth 
respecting  the  first. 
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TALMUDIC  INTOLERANCE  CONTRASTED  WITH  THE  CHARITY  OF 
THE   BIBLE. 

ANY  one  who  considers  the  circumstances  of  the  Jewish  people 
after  the  desolation  of  the  first  temple,  will  be  inclined  to  make 
great  allowances  for  the  spirit  of  the  Rabbinical  laws  against 
idolaters.  Idolatry  was  not  to  them  a  mere  system  of  religious 
error.  It  was  the  source  of  all  their  misfortunes ;  and  idolaters 
were  the  destroyers  of  their  country — the  desolaters  of  their 
temple — and  their  own  most  cruel  and  tyrannical  oppressors. 
Scarcely  had  they  emerged  from  the  horrors  of  the  Babylonish 
captivity,  when  they  were  exposed  to  the  insults  and  outrages  as 
well  as  the  persecutions  of  Antiochus ;  and  hardly  had  they  re 
covered  from  the  havoc  of  his  fury,  before  they  were  overrun 
by  the  fierce  and  haughty  Romans,  who  were  at  last  the 
executioners  of  the  wrath  of  the  Almighty.  They  not  only  saw 
the  abominations  of  idolatry,  but  they  felt  the  hard  hand  of  the 
idolater;  no  wonder,  then,  if  they  hated  the  man  as  well  as  the 
system.  In  the  Hilchoth  Rotzeach  there  is  a  law  which  amply 
illustrates  the  misery  of  their  situation,  and  the  habitual  treatment 
which  they  received  from  idolaters.  According  to  this  law,  "  It 
is  forbidden  to  a  Jew  to  be  alone  with  Gentiles,  for  they  are 
suspected  of  shedding  blood;  neither  is  a  Jew  to  join  company 
with  them  in  the  way ;  if  he  meet  a  Gentile,  he  is  to  cause  him 
to  pass  on  his  right  hand  (that  the  Jew,  as  the  commentary  says, 
may  be  able  to  defend  himself,  in  case  the  Gentile  should  make 
an  attempt  on  his  life) ;  if  they  be  ascending  a  height,  or  going 
down  a  descent,  the  Jew  is  not  to  be  below  and  the  Gentile 
above  him ;  but  the  Jew  above  and  the  Gentile  below,  lest  he 
should  fall  upon  him  to  kill  him ;  neither  is  he  to  stoop  down 
before  him,  lest  he  should  break  his  skull."  What  an  affecting 
picture  does  this  present  of  the  Jews  under  heathen  domination  ; 
and  who  can  wonder  if  such  treatment  called  forth  the  natural 
feelings  of  the  human  heart,  and  dictated  laws  in  the  same  fierce 
and  merciless  spirit  ?  We,  for  our  part,  are  quite  ready  to  admit 
and  to  deplore  the  mighty  provocations,  which  roused  the  spirit 
of  retaliation  in  the  Rabbies,  and  consequently,  to  make  all  due 
allowance  for  the  men.  But  that  is  not  the  question  before  us. 
We  are  inquiring  whether  their  religious  system,  the  oral  law, 
is  or  is  not  from  God,  and  whether  this  religious  system  teaches 
Jews  to  love  all  their  fellow-men  as  themselves?  We  have 
shown  that  the  evidence  adduced  on  this  point  by  the  French 
and  Bavarian  Jews,  proves  the  contrary;  and  is  therefore, 
nothing  to  the  purpose.  But  we  do  not  wish  to  rest  the  decision 
upon  such  limited  proof,  even  though  it  be  strong;  we  are 
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willing  to  look  at  the  whole  system,  and  to  compare  it  with  the 
law  and  the  prophets,  which  we  all  admit  as  divine  authority. 
We  say,  then,  that  the  Talmud  not  only  does  not  teach  us  to 
love  all  our  fellow-men,  but  that  it  puts  idolaters  altogether 
without  the  pale  of  humanity.  We  have  seen  already  that  it  for 
bids  its  followers  to  save  the  life  of  a  perishing  idolater.  But  it 
goes  fkrther  still,  and  extends  this  precept  even  to  an  idolater's 
infant,  which  knows  not  its  right  hand  from  its  left  :  — 

rrn33  bo?  run  nw    ^n  sb  bs-iET   ra 


p^n 
sbi  mbtBi  C^DID  biz?  mrab  p 

-13102  STT  mb^n  bnw  D'"D2  rp-osn  ns 


"  A  daughter  of  Israel  shall  not  suckle  the  son  of  a  heathen 
woman,  because  that  would  be  to  bring  up  a  son  for  idolatry  ; 
neither  shall  she  act  as  midwife  to  a  heathen  idolatress.  But 
if  she  should,  it  must  be  for  pay,  on  account  of  the  enmity  (that 
might  otherwise  be  excited").  (Hilchoth  Accum,  c.  ix.  16.) 
What  is  meant  by  "  pay,  on  account  of  the  enmity,"  is  fully 
explained  in  the  following  passage,  which  forbids  a  Kabbinical 
physician  to  cure  a  sick  idolater  :  — 

0^313  'Hira   rnss-ib   -nosip    -rab  nnw   ]H3r> 
is    7rm    H-^nB    rrn    DSI    -13102    ib^s   mbtsi 
Darn   bnN  "i3tt?n  N2na   nn^s  mt&ia  i0ann 


"  Hence  thou  learnest,  that  it  is  forbidden  to  cure  idolaters  even 
for  pay.  But  if  (an  Israelite)  is  afraid  of  them,  or  is  anxious  on 
account  of  enmity,  be  may  cure  them  for  pay;  but  to  do  it 
gratuitously  is  forbidden."  Hence  the  commonest  offices  of 
humanity  are  forbidden.  But  the  Talmud  goes  further  still, 
and  prohibits  even  the  giving  of  good  advice  to  these  outcasts. 


is  ^ 

nmts    nin?    s^ntp   br    sbs    b*m    noan: 
^nb  -iDS2tt7  .  npi^   jrvb 


"  It  is  forbidden  to  give  good  advice  to  a  heathen  or  to  a  wicked 
slave.  .  .  .  Daniel  was  exposed  to  danger  for  no  other  reason 
than  this,  that  he  advised  Nebuchadnezzar  to  give  alms,  as  it  is 
written,  '  Wherefore,  O  king,  let  my  counsel  be  acceptable 
unto  thee.'  (Dan.  iv.  23,  in  English  27.)  "  '  A  more  striking 
instance  of  the  spirit  of  the  Talmud  can  hardly  be  found.  Ne 
buchadnezzar  was  the  benefactor  of  Daniel,  and  had  elevated 

*  Hilchoth  Rotzeach,  c.  xii.  15.     See  also  Bava  Bathra,  fol.  iv.  col.  1.,  about 
the  middle  of  the  page,  where  the  punishment  of  Daniel  is  more  fully  discussed. 

c  3 
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him  from  the  situation  of  a  captive  to  the  first  dignity  of  the 
empire  ;  and  Daniel  had  not  refused,  but  voluntarily  taken  upon 
himself  the  duties  and  responsibilities  of  the  king's  chief  ad 
viser.  Under  such  circumstances,  an  ordinary  reader  of  the 
Bible  would  imagine  that  Daniel  was  bound  by  every  tie  of  gra 
titude  to  his  benefactor,  of  duty  and  fidelity  to  his  sovereign,  to 
give  him  the  best  advice  in  his  power.  No,  says  the  Talmud. 
If  the  man  be  an  idolater,  gratitude,  duty,  and  fidelity  are  out 
of  the  question  ;  and  because  Daniel  exercised  those  godlike 
graces,  he  was  punished.  It  appears,  at  all  events,  on  the 
Talmud's  own  showing,  that  Daniel  was  not  a  Talmudist.  These 
extracts  seem  sufficient  to  prove,  that  the  Talmud  altogether 
excludes  idolaters  from  all  benefit  of  the  command,  "  Thou  shalt 
love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself."  The  system  which  makes 
it  unlawful  to  save  his  life,  to  cure  his  sickness,  to  suckle  his 
child,  to  help  his  wife  in  the  hour  of  nature's  trial,  or  even 
to  give  him  good  advice,  can  scarcely  be  said  to  teach  us 
to  love  all  our  fellow-men,  without  any  regard  to  religious 
differences.  It  may,  however,  be  said,  that  the  passages  ad 
duced  lead  to  this  conclusion  only  by  inference,  and  that  none 
of  them  expressly  declares  that  an  idolater  is  not  our  neighbour. 
We  shall,  therefore,  add  a  few  passages  where  this  is  plainly 
taught. 

n« 


injnb  *  cnpnb 

"He  that  steals  from  a  Gentile,  or  he  that  steals  property 
devoted  to  sacred  purposes,  is  only  to  pay  the  principal  :  for  it 
is  said,  '  He  shall  pay  double  unto  his  neighbour'  (Exod.  xxii. 
8,  English  9.)  To  his  neighbour,  not  to  devoted  property.  To 
his  neighbour,  and  not  to  a  Gentile"  (Hilchoth  Genevan, 
c.  ii.  1.)  The  same  decision  is  given  with  respect  to  the  law 
found,  Levit.  v.  20,  in  English  vi.  1,  "  If  a  soul  sin.  and  commit 
a  trespass  against  the  Lord,  and  lie  unto  his  neighbour,  .... 
all  that  about  which  he  has  sworn  falsely  ;  he  shall  even  restore 
it  in  the  principal,  and  shall  add  the  fifth  part  more  thereto." 
The  oral  law  says  — 

rciDira  rrTi  12^1  npn  nw 

"  He  that  sweareth  to  a  Gentile  must  pay  the  principal,  but  is 
not  bound  to  add  the  fifth  part  —  (why  not  ?)  because  it  is  said, 
'  and  lie  unto  Ms  neighbour.'  "  (Hilchoth  Gezelah,  c.  i.  7.)  So 
that  the  reason  here  assigned  why  the  Gentile  is  not  to  get  the 
fifth  part  in  addition,  is,  because  he  is  not  a  neighbour.  In  like 
manner,  in  the  llth  chapter  of  this  same  treatise,  which  treats 
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of  the  restoration  of  things  found,  it  is  expressly  commanded  to 
restore  whatever  belongs  to  a  Jew,  because  he  is  a  brother  ;  but 
to  keep  whatever  belongs  to  an  idolater,  because  he  is  not 
a  brother. 

-lasso?  nws  ms»  bs-it^b  rms  raxon 


*  To  restore  to  an  Israelite  anything  that  he  has  lost,  is  an 
affirmative  commandment,  for  it  is  said,  '  Thou  shalt  in  any 
case  bring  them  again  unto  thy  brother.'  "  (Deut.  xxii.  1.) 


mm»  n  iy\y  ^  rms 
pnrra   «intp   *OD»  rrrar  -ms  nt  nn 
ns  anb  ^  mnnn  CHI    «  obis 
CHE?  TOTI  b«n^  n« 


"  Anything  that  a  Gentile  has  lost  is  lawful,  for  it  is  said, 
1  With  all  lost  things  of  %  brother's.'  (Deut,  xxii.  3.)  And 
he  that  restores  it  transgresses  a  transgression,  for  he  strengthens 
the  hands  of  the  wicked  of  the  world.  But  if  he  restore  it  in 
order  to  sanctify  the  Name,  that  they  may  think  well  of  Israel, 
and  know  that  they  are  honest  people,  this  is  praiseworthy." 
In  these  passages  (and  many  more  might  be  added  if  it  were 
necessary)  it  is  plainly  taught  that  an  idolatrous  Gentile  is  not 
to  be  regarded  as  "  our  neighbour,"  or  our  brother.  We  think, 
then,  that  we  have  fully  proved  that  the  Jewish  deputies 
in  France,  and  the  compilers  of  the  Jewish  Catechism  in 
Bavaria,  did  not  learn  their  exposition  of  the  command,  "  Thou 
shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself,"  from  the  Talmud  ;  neither 
in  the  particular  passage  which  they  quote,  nor  from  the  general 
principles  of  the  Talmudic  system.  We  have  already  stated  our 
belief  that  they  learned  that  exposition  from  the  New  Testament, 
for  there  it  is  taught  plainly  and  repeatedly.  We  quoted,  in 
proof,  a  parable  spoken  by  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  We  shall  now 
add  a  few  more  passages  in  confirmation. 

As  to  showing  kindness  to  all  our  fellow-men,  the  New 
Testament  teaches  us  to  make  no  exception  with  regard  to 
idolaters,  or  others  who  have  not  the  same  creed,  but  gives  the 
following  general  rules  :  —  "  As  we  have,  therefore,  opportunity, 
let  us  do  good  UNTO  ALL  MEN,  especially  unto  them  that  are  of 
the  household  of  faith.  "  (Gal.  vi.  10.)  "  See  that  no  man 
render  evil  for  evil  UNTO  ANY  MAN  ;  but  ever  follow  that  which 
is  good  both  among  yourselves,  and  TO  ALL  MEN.  "  (1  Thess. 
v.  15.)  "  The  Lord  make  you  to  increase  and  abound  IN  LOVE 
one  toward  another,  and  TOWARD  ALL  MEN."  (1  Thess.  iii.  12.) 
You  observe  that  in  these  general  rules  the  New  Testament 
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makes  no  reservation  with,  respect  to  idolaters,  or  epicureans,  or 
heretics,  or  any  other  of  those  unfortunate  beings  whom  the 
Talmud  outlaws  from  all  the  common  charities  of  humanity.  It 
commands  us  to  do  good  to  all — and  that  not  to  avoid  enmity, 
nor  for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of  peace,  nor  because  we  are 
afraid,  nor  because  we  wish  them  to  speak  well  of  us,  and  to  be 
thought  honest  people,  but  because  it  is  our  duty.  The  New 
Testament  requires  of  its  followers,  not  only  to  abstain  "  from 
active  violence  "  in  injuring  them,  but  to  do  active  good  in 
assisting  them,  and  the  examples,  which  it  proposes  for  our 
imitation,  are  of  the  same  character  as  the  precepts  which 
it  imposes  upon  our  obedience.  It  sets  before  us  Jesus  of 
Nazareth,  whom  the  traditionists  crucified,  praying  for  his 
murderers,  and  saving,  "  Father,  forgive  them  ;  for  they  know 
not  what  they  do  — and  Stephen,  his  first  martyr,  interceding 
for  them  that  stoned  him,  "  Lord,  lay  not  this  sin  to  their 
charge."  And  Paul,  whose  feelings  to  those  who  differed  from 
him  in  religion  are  thus  expressed,  "  Brethren,  my  heart's  desire 
and  my  prayer  to  God  for  Israel  is,  that  they  may  be  saved." 
It  sets  before  us  the  disciples  of  the  Lord  Jesus  healing  the 
diseases  of  all  who  applied,  without  reference  to  their  religious 
opinions.  (Acts  xix.  11.)  We  repeat  our  question,  then,  which 
svstem  is  according  to  the  truth  and  the  will  of  God,  the 
1  almud,  or  the  New  Testament  ?  Your  brethren  in  France  and 
Bavaria  have  declared,  by  adopting  the  New  Testament  ex 
position,  that  it  is  right ;  and  by  rejecting  the  intolerant 
principle  which  pervades  the  oral  law,  that  the  oral  law 
is  wrong.  We  trust  that  your  hearts  respond  to  their  de 
clarations.  But  we  do  not  rest  the  decision  on  the  natural 
feelings  of  the  heart,  we  appeal  to  Moses  and  the  prophets. 

The  question  is,  do  the  laws,  which  God  gave  respecting  the 
idolatrous  nations  of  Canaan,  apply  to  all  other  idolaters,  and 
under  all  circumstances  ?  The  oral  law  answers  this  question 
in  the  affirmative,  and  hence  the  source  of  all  those  revolting 
laws  which  we  have  just  considered.  But  the  oral  law  is 
wrong  :  1st,  Because  it  draws  a  general  conclusion  from  a  parti 
cular  case,  which  is  contrary  to  all  sound  reasoning.  That 
the  command  to  destroy  these  nations  was  peculiar  appears 
from  the  command  itself— God  does  not  speak  generally  of  all 
the  heathen,  but  only  of  certain  nations  which  he  specifies — 
"  When  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  bring  thee  into  the  land, 
whither  thou  goest  to  possess  it,  and  hath  cast  out  many 
nations  before  thee,  the  Hittites,  and  the  Girgashites,  and  the 
Amorites,  and  the  Canaanites,  and  the  Perizzites,  and  the 
Hivites,  and  the  Jebusites,  seven  nations  greater  and  mightier 
than  thou  ;  and  when  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  deliver  them 
before  thee  ;  thou  shalt  smite  them,  and  utterly  destroy  them  ; 
thou  shalt  make  no  covenant  with,  nor  shew  mercy  unto 
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them."  (Deut.  vii.  1,  2.)  Here  the  command  is  precise,  and 
is  as  much  violated  by  extending  it  to  those  to  whom  God  has 
not  extended  it,  as  by  refusing  to  execute  it  on  those  whom 
He  has  here  designate^  as  the  just  victims  of  his  wrath. 

2dly,  The  oral  law  is  wrong  in  this  general  application,  for 
it  contradicts  the  written  law  —God  expressly  distinguishes  be 
tween  these  and  the  other  nations — "When  thou  comest  nigh 
unto  a  city  to  fight  against  it,  then  proclaim  peace  unto  it. 
And  it  shall  be,  if  it  make  thee  answer  of  peace,  and  open 
unto  thee,  then  it  shall  be,  that  all  the  people  that  is  found 
therein  shall  be  tributaries  unto  thee,  and  they  shall  serve 

thee Thus  shalt  thou  do  unto  all  the  cities  which  are 

very  far  from  thee,  w^hich  are  not  of  the  cities  of  these  nations. 
But  of  the  cities  of  these  people,  which  the  Lord  thy  God  doth 
give  thee  for  an  inheritance,  thou  shalt  save  alive  nothing  that 
breatheth,  but  thou  shalt  utterly  destroy  them  ;  the  Hittites, 
and  the  Amorites,  the  Canaanites,  and  the  Perizzites,  the 
Hivites,  and  the  Jebusites ;  as  the  Lord  thy  God  hath  com 
manded  thee."  (Deut.  xx.  10,  18.)  In  the  first  case  God 
commands  mercy — in  the  second,  extermination.  And  if,  as 
in  the  first  case,  he  commands  merciful  dealing  even  to  a 
nation  at  war  with  Israel,  much  more  does  he  command  it 
towards  those,  with  whom  Israel  is  not  at  war. 

3dly,  The  written  law  not  only  gives  a  general  rule,  but 
lays  aown  exceptions  founded  on  certain  principles.  "  Thou 
shalt  not  abhor  an  Edomite,  for  he  is  thy  brother  ;  thou  shalt 
not  abhor  an  Egyptian,  because  thou  wast  a  stranger  in  his 
land."  (Deut.  xxiii.  7.)  Now  the  Egyptians  wrere  idolaters, 
yet  God  commands  the  Israelites  not  to  abhor  them,  and  gives 
a  reason  which  will  now  apply  to  most  nations  of  the  earth — 
"  Because  thou  wast  a  stranger  in  his  land."  Suppose,  then, 
that  a  Kabbinist  were  to  see  an  Egyptian  drowning,  is  he  to 
show  him  mercy  ?  To  say,  No,  will  contradict  the  written 
law  ;  and  to  say.  Yes,  will  overthrow  the  monstrous  fabric  of 
Rabbinic  legislation  respecting  idolaters. 

4thly,  The  general  practice  of  the  Israelites,  as  described  in 
the  subsequent  books  of  the  Old  Testament,  directly  contra 
diets  the  oral  law.  We  have  seen  already  that  the  Prophet 
Daniel  did  not  hold  the  doctrine,  that  no  mercy  was  to  be 
shown  to  an  idolater.  Wrhen  he  knew  of  the  judgment  that 
was  about  to  descend  on  Nebuchadnezzar,  he  was  deeply  dis 
tressed.  "  He  was  astonicd  for  one  hour,  and  his  thoughts 
troubled  him  ;"  and  instead  of  leaving  the  idolater  to  perish, 
he  endeavoured  to  find  means  to  ward  off  the  calamity  The 
prophet  Elisha  was  of  the  same  mind :  when  the  idolatrous 
leper  came  to  him  for  help,  he  administered  it,  and,  contrary 
to  the  Talmudic  command,  he  administered  it  gratuitously  ; 
and  Gehazi,  for  acting  in  conformity  to  Talmudic  ordinance, 
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and  making  the  idolater  pay,  was  smitten  with  the  leprosy. 
(2  Kings  v.  20.)  In  like  manner,  when  the  Syrian  host  was 
miraculously  led  into  Samaria,  and  the  King  of  Israel  pro 
posed  to  act  as  a  Talmudist  and  smite  them,  the  man  of 
God  answered,  "  Thou  shalt  not  smite  them ;  wouldest  thou 
smite  those  whom  thou  hast  taken  with  thy  sword  and  bow  ? 
Set  bread  and  water  before  them,  that  they  may  eat  and  drink 
and  go  to  their  master."  (2  Kings  vi.  21,  22.)  This  answer 
is  important,  as  it  not  only  furnishes  an  example,  but  exhibits 
the  principle,  according  to  which  idolatrous  captives,  not 
Canaanites,  were  to  be  treated.  The  prophet  appeals  to  the 
general  rule,  "  Wouldest  thou  smite  those  whom  thou  hast 
taken  captive  with  thy  sword  and  bow  ?  Even  then,  as  they 
are  not  Canaanites,  they  ought  not  to  be  smitten :  therefore, 
in  this  case  much  more,  they  ought  to  be  treated  with  mercy. 
We  have  still  another  instance  of  a  prophet  acting  contrary  to 
the  oral  law,  and  in  conformity  with  the  New  Testament  in 
terpretation.  The  prophet  Jonah  once  saw  idolaters  "  nigh 
unto  death,"  and  ready  to  sink  in  the  great  deep,  but  he  had 
mercy  on  them,  and  pointed  out  the  means  of  deliverance. 
When  he  fled  from  the  presence  of  the  Lord,  the  mariners  in 
whose  ship  he  sailed  were  idolaters ;  for  when  the  storm  raged,  it 
is  said,  "  They  cried  every  man  unto  his  god."  In  their  anguish 
they  said  unto  him,  "  What  shall  we  do  unto  thee,  that  the 
sea  may  be  calm  unto  us  ?"  In  other  words,  "  What  shall  we 
do  to  save  our  lives  ?  "  Now  if  Jonah  had  been  a  Talmudist,  it 
would  have  been  plainly  not  his  duty  to  have  told  them,  but 
to  have  allowed  the  sea  to  rage  on  until  the  ship  went  to 
pieces,  and  he  had  the  satisfaction  of  seeing  the  idolaters  go  to 
the  bottom.  This  would  have  been  an  act  of  obedience  to  a 
precise  command,  and  could  have  made  no  difference  to  Jonah. 
For,  as  to  himself,  there  are  two  suppositions  possible,  either 
he  knew  that  the  Lord  had  prepared  a  fish  to  swallow  him,  or 
he  knew  it  not.  If  he  knew  it,  then  he  was  secure  of  his  own 
safety,  and  would  have  known  that  the  fish  could  find  him  out 
just  as  readily  if  the  ship  went  to  pieces,  as  if  the  idolaters 
threw  him  into  the  sea.  It  would,  therefore,  have  been  doubly 
his  duty  to  conceal  from  the  idolaters  the  means  of  deliver 
ance.  On  this  supposition,  Jonah's  counsel  to  them  can  only 
be  accounted  for  on  the  principle  that  he  was  not  a  Talmudist, 
but  considered  it  his  duty  to  save  the  lives  of  perishing  ido 
laters,  even  when  nothing  was  to  be  feared  or  to  be  gained. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  he  did  not  know  of  the  fish,  he  must 
have  expected  a  watery  grave,  whether  the  idolaters  threw 
him  into  the  sea,  or  whether  he  waited  until  the  ship  went  to 
pieces.  In  this  case,  also,  if  a  Talmudist,  it  would  have  been 
his  duty  to  have  stayed  where  he  was,  and  if  he  perished,  die 
in  the  fulfilment  of  the  command,  to  show  no  mercy  to  ido- 


COMPULSORY   CONVERSION   OF   THE   GENTILES.  39 

laters.  But  he  did  not — he  had  compassion  on  them,  and,  to 
save  their  lives,  relinquished  his  only  chance  of  safety,  by 
telling  them  to  throw  him  into  the  sea.  It  is  plain,  therefore, 
that  Jonah  was  not  a  Talmudist.  We  have  here,  then,  three 
inspired  prophets,  Daniel,  Elisha,  and  Jonah,  all  bearing  a 
practical  testimony  against  the  Talmudic  principle,  which 
extends  God's  law*  against  the  Canaanites  to  all  idolaters,  and 
under  all  circumstances. 

Lastly,  We  have  the  testimony  of  the  God  of  Israel  himself. 
He  who  gave  the  command  to  destroy  the  Canaanites  on  ac 
count  of  their  exceeding  wickedness,  shows  by  his  own  deal 
ings  with  the  world,  that  this  ease  is  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  for  "  The  Lord  is  good  to  all,  and  his  mercies  are 
over  all  his  works."  He  provides  food  and  clothing  for  the 
idolater,  as  well  as  for  those  who  worship  him  in  truth ;  or, 
as  the  New  Testament  says,  "  He  maketh  his  sun  to  rise  on 
the  evil  and  on  the  good,  and  sendeth  rain  on  the  just  and  the 
unjust."  (Matt.  vi.  45.)  He,  then,  whose  conduct  most  re 
sembles  that  of  his  Creator,  is,  beyond  all  doubt,  the  nearest 
to  the  truth.  The  Talmud,  therefore,  is  wrong,  and  the  New 
Testament  explanation  of  the  command,  "  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbour  as  thyself,"  is  right.  We  ask  the  Jews,  then,  to 
account  for  this  fact,  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  right,  and 
those  who  condemned  him  wrong,  respecting  one-half  of  the 
whole  law.  And  we  ask,  moreover,  those  Jews  who  abhor 
the  above  Talmudic  principles,  how  they  can  conscientiously 
join  in  the  synagogue  prayers,  which  ascribe  to  the  Talmud 
Divine  authority  ?  We  ask  them  why,  at  the  very  least,  they 
have  never  publicly  protested  against  these  enormities  ;  but 
allow  their  brethren  through  the  world  to  remain  victims  to  a 
system,  which  not  only  contradicts  the  written  law  of  God, 
but  outrages  all  the  better  feelings  of  even  fallen  humanity  ? 


No.  VI. 
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WHEN,  at  the  close  of  the  fifteenth  century,  the  Jews  were 
driven  out  of  Spain,  some  of  the  magnanimous  exiles,  who  had 
preferred  loss  of  all  things  to  a  compulsory  change  of  religion, 
arrived  at  the  frontiers  of  Portugal,  and  there  sought  an  asylum. 
A  permanent  abode  was  refused,  and  a  temporary  sojourn  was 
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granted  them  on  two  conditions — 1st,  That  each  should  pay  a 
certain  quantity  of  gold  for  his  admission  ;  and  2dly,  That  if 
they  were  found  in  Portugal  after  a  certain  day,  they  should 
either  consent  to  be  baptized,  or  be  sold  for  slaves.*  Now  Jews 
of  every  degree  and  shade  of  religious  belief  will  agree  with  us, 
that  these  conditions  were  most  disgraceful  to  those  wrho  im 
posed  them.  To  refuse  gratuitous  assistance  to  the  poor  and 
needy,  merely  because  they  had  been  brought  up  in  a  different 
religious  faith,  was  utterly  unworthy  of  those  professing  faith 
in  Divine  revelation.  To  compel  the  unfortunate  to  choose 
between  loss  of  liberty  or  of  conscience  was  the  act  of  a  fiend. 
But  now  suppose  that  the  Portuguese  had  endeavoured  to  per 
suade  these  poor  exiles  that  their  conduct,  however  base  it 
might  appear,  was  commanded  by  God  himself.  Suppose, 
further,  that  when  called  upon  to  prove  that  this  command  was 
from  God,  they  had  confessed  that  no  such  command  was  to  be 
found  in  the  written  books  of  their  religion,  that  it  was  only  a 
tradition  of  their  oral  law,  do  you  think  that  the  Jewish  exiles 
would  have  been  satisfied  with  such  proof,  and  submitted  ? 
Would  they  not,  in  the  first  place,  have  questioned  the  autho 
rity  of  a  command  resting  merely  upon  uncertain  tradition? 
And  would  they  not  have  argued,  from  the  detestable  nature  of 
the  command  itself,  that  it  could  not  possibly  emanate  from  the 
God  of  truth  and  love  ?  We  ask  you  then  to  apply  these  prin 
ciples  to  HD  b^Stt?  rmn  the  oral  law.  The  Portuguese 
refused  to  perform  an  act  of  humanity  to  the  unfortunate  Jewish 
exiles,  unless  they  were  paid  for  it.  Your  oral  law,  as  we 
showed  in  our  last  number,  forbids  you  to  give  medical  advice 
to  a  sick  idolater  gratuitously.  The  Portuguese  voluntarily 
undertook  to  convert  the  Jews  by  force.  Your  oral  law  teaches 
compulsory  conversion  as  a  Divine  command.  If  the  oral  law 
could  be  enforced,  liberty  of  conscience  would  be  at  an  end. 
Neither  Jew  nor  Gentile  would  be  permitted  to  exercise  the  judg 
ment,  which  God  has  given  him.  His  only  alternative  would  be 
submission  to  Rabbinic  authority,  or  death.  The  dreadful  com 
mand  to  kill,  by  any  means,  those  Israelites  who  have  become 
epicureans,  or  idolaters,  or  apostates,  is  well  known,f  and  suf 
ficiently  proves  that  the  oral  law  recognises  no  such  thing  as 
liberty  of  conscience  in  Israel.  It  pronounces  a  man  an  apostate 
if  he  denies  its  Divine  authority,  and  demands  his  life  as  the 
penalty.  The  execution  of  this  one  command  would  fill  the 
world  with  blood  and  horror ;  and  recall  all  the  worst  features  of 
inquisitorial  tyranny.  Not  now  to  mention  those  Israelites  who 
have  embraced  Christianity,  there  are  in  England,  and  every 
part  of  Europe,  many  high-minded  and  honourable  Jews,  who 
have  practically  renounced  the  authority  of  the  oral  law.  The 

*  Jost.  volume  vii.  p.  91.  t  Hikhoth  Rotzeach,  c.  iv.  10. 
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Rabbinical  millennium  would  commence  by  handing  over  all 
such  to  the  executioner.  Their  talents,  their  virtue,  their 
learning,  their  moral  excellence,  would  avail  nothing.  Found 
guilty  of  epicureanism  or  apostasy,  because  they  dared  to  think 
for  themselves,  and  to  act  according  to  their  convictions,  they 
would  have  to  undergo  the  epicurean's  or  the  apostate's  fate. 

Such  is  the  toleration  of  the  oral  law  towards  native  Israel 
ites,  but  it  is  equally  severe  to  converts.  It  allows  no  second 
thoughts.  It  legislates  for  relapsed  converts,  as  the  Spanish 
Inquisition  did  for  those  Jews  who,  after  embracing  Chris 
tianity,  returned  to  their  former  faith  and  sentences  all  such 
to  death. 


-ntrtb  n!n  -p  -insi  .bntsi  btti  -r*anat&  na  p 

mntzn  -abn  nt&in  -o  nvnbi  ; 
-OT  bsb   bsna;>D  rrm  sbs   »ib 


"  A  Noahite  who  has  become  a  proselyte,  and  been  circum 
cised  and  baptized,  and  afterwards  wishes  to  return  from  after 
the  Lord,  and  to  be  only  a  sojourning  proselyte,  as  he  was  be 
fore,  is  not  to  be  listened  to  —  on  the  contrary,  either  let  him  be 
an  Israelite  in  everything,  or  let  him  be  put  to  death."  (Hilchoth 
Melachim,  c.  x.  3.)  In  this  law  there  is  an  extraordinary 
severity.  The  oral  law  admits  that  a  Noahite,  that  is,  a 
heathen  who  has  taken  upon  himself  the  seven  command 
ments  of  the  children  of  Noah,  may  be  saved.  It  cannot, 
therefore,  be  said  that  the  severity  was  dictated  by  a  wish  to 
deter  men  from  error,  and  to  restrain  them  from  rushing  upon 
everlasting  ruin,  as  the  Inquisition  pleads.  The  oral  law  goes 
a  little  further,  and  not  only  will  not  permit  a  man  to  change 
his  creed,  but  will  not  even  suffer  him  to  change  his  ceremonial 
observances.  Though  the  man  should  commit  no  crime,  and 
though  he  should  continue  to  worship  the  one  true  God,  in 
spirit  and  in  truth,  yet  if  he  only  alter  the  outward  forms  of  his 
religion,  modern  Judaism  requires  that  he  should  be  put  to 
death. 

But  the  tender  care  of  the  oral  law  is  not  limited  to  the 
narrow  confines  of  Judaism,  it  extends  also  to  the  heathen, 
amongst  whom  it  directs  the  time  faith  to  be  propagated  by  the 
sword.  First,  it  gives  a  particular  rule.  In  case  of  war  with 
the  Gentiles,  it  commands  the  Jews  to  offer  peace  on  two  condi 
tions  —  the  one  that  they  should  become  tributaries,  the  other 
that  they  should  renounce  idolatry  and  take  upon  them  the 
seven  precepts  of  the  Noahites,  and  then  adds  — 


ibnp  sbi   wbrcntp  is   i^brarr   sb   DSI 

mii'» 
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p-nn  ^si  nstai 

:  "Di  *)tam  D^srn  HESSE? 

"  But  if  they  will  not  make  peace,  or  if  they  will  make  peace 
hut  will  not  take  upon  them  the  seven  commandments,  the  war 
is  to  he  carried  on  against  them,  and  all  the  adult  males  are  to 
he  put  to  death  ;  and  their  property  and  their  little  ones  are  to 
be  taken  as  plunder.  But  no  woman  or  male  infant  is  to  he  put 
to  death,  for  it  is  said,  '  The  women  and  the  little  ones  '  (Deut. 
xx.  14),  and  here  little  ones  mean  male  infants."  (Hilchoth 
Melachim,  c.  vi.  4.)  Now  what  difference,  we  would  ask,  is 
there  between  the  conduct  here  prescribed,  and  that  actually 
practised  by  the  Portuguese,  at  the  period  above  referred  to, 
and  thus  described  by  a  Jew  :  *  —  "  At  the  expiration  of  the 
appointed  time,  most  of  the  Jews  had  emigrated,  but  many  still 
remained  in  the  country.  The  King  therefore  gave  orders 
to  take  away  from  them  all  their  children  under  fourteen  years 
of  age,  to  distribute  them  amongst  Christians,  to  send  them  to 
the  newly-discovered  islands,  and  thus  to  pluck  up  Judaism  by 
the  roots.  Dreadful  was  the  cry  of  lamentation  uttered  by  the 
parents,  but  the  unfortunates  found  no  mercy."  Do  you 
condemn  this  conduct  in  the  Portuguese  ?  Be  then  consistent, 
and  condemn  it  in  the  Talmud  too.  As  for  ourselves,  we  abhor 
it  as  much,  yea  more,  in  those  calling  themselves  Christians. 
We  look  upon  the  actors  in  that  transaction  as  a  disgrace  to  the 
Christian  name,  and  the  deed  itself  as  a  foul  blot  upon  the 
history  of  Christendom.  But  we  cannot  help  thinking  that, 
dreadful  and  detestable  as  this  mode  of  conversion  is,  it  pleased 
God  in  his  providence  to  suffer  wicked  men  thus  to  persecute 
Israel,  that  the  Jews  might  have  a  practical  experience  of  the 
wickedness  of  the  oral  law,  and  thus  be  led  to  reject  such 
persecuting  principles.  The  Jewish  nation  rejected  the  Lord 
Jesus  Christ,  and  preferred  the  oral  law.  This  law,  not  dictated 
by  a  spirit  of  retaliation  upon  the  Portuguese,  but  invented  by 
the  Pharisees  centuries  before  Portugal  was  a  kingdom,  com 
manded  the  Jews  to  convert  the  heathen  by  force,  to  murder  all 
who  would  not  consent  to  be  thus  converted,  and  to  take  away 
the  children.  And  God  suffered  them  to  fall  into  the  hancfs 
of  men  of  similar  principles,  who  took  away  their  children, 
attempted  to  convert  themselves  by  force,  and  sold  for  slaves 
the  Jews  who  refused  to  be  thus  converted  ;  so  that  the 
very  misfortunes  of  the  nation  testify  aloud  against  those 
traditions  which  they  preferred  to  the  Word  of  God.  But 
perhaps  some  Jew  will  say  that  this  is  only  a  particular 
command,  referring  to  the  nations  in  the  vicinity  of  the  land  of 
Israel.  We  reply,  that  the  command  to  convert  the  heathen  by 

*  Dr.  Jost's  Geschichte  der  Israeliten,  vol.  vii.  p.  93, 
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force,  is  not  particular,  but  general,  referring  to  the  whole 
world.  If  the  Jews  had  the  power,  this  is  the  conduct  which 
they  are  to  pursue  towards  all  the  nations  of  the  earth. 


bs  ns  pyob  rrnmn  ^sn  irm  nwn  rm  pi 
B  biDi   *  m  >2n  •n&saa?  misa  bnpb 

:  nm  bnp 

"And  thus  Moses  our  master,  has  commanded  us,  by  Divine 
tradition,  to  compel  all  that  come  into  the  world  to  take  upon 
themselves  the  commandments  imposed  upon  the  sons  of  Noah, 
and  whosoever  will  not  receive  them  is  to  be  put  to  death." 
(Hilchoth  Melachim,  c.  viii.  4.) 

Such  is  the  Talmudic  system  of  toleration,  and  such  the 
means  which  it  prescribes  for  the  conversion  of  the  world.  We 
acknowledge  that  persons  calling  themselves  Christians  have 
had  an  oral  law  very  similar  in  its  principles  and  precepts, 
but  we  fearlessly  challenge  the  whole  world  to  point  out 
anything  similar  in  the  doctrines  of  Jesus  Christ,  or  in  the 
writings  of  his  apostles.  The  New  Testament  does,  indeed, 
teach  us  to  seek  the  conversion  of  the  world,  not  by  force  of 
arms,  but  by  teaching  the  truth.  "  Go  ye,  therefore,  and  make 
disciples  of  all  nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the 
Father,  and  of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost  ;  teaching  them 
to  observe  all  things  whatsoever  I  have  commanded  you." 
(Matt,  xxviii.  19.)  In  the  parable  of  the  tares  and  wheat,  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  hath  expressly  taught  us  that  physical  force  is  not 
to  be  employed  in  order  to  remove  moral  error.  The  servants 
are  represented  as  asking  the  master  of  the  house,  whether  they 
should  go  and  root  out  the  tares  that  grew  amongst  the  wheat, 
but  the  answer  is,  "Nay,  lest  while  ye  gather  up  the  tares,  ye 
root  up  also  the  wheat  with  them.  Let  both  grow  together 
until  the  harvest  ;  and  in  the  time  of  harvest  I  will  say  to  the 
reapers,  Gather  ye  together  first  the  tares,  and  bind  them  in 
bundles  to  burn  them:  but  gather  the  wheat  into  my  barn." 
(Matt.  xiii.  24  —  43.)  He  tells  us  expressly  to  have  nothing  to 
do  with  the  sword,  "  For  all  they  that  take  the  sword,  shall 
perish  with  the  sword."  (Matt.  xxvi.  52.)  And  therefore  the 
apostle  says,  "  The  weapons  of  our  warfare  are  not  carnal,  but 
mighty  through  God  to  the  pulling  down  of  strong  holds." 
(2  Cor.  x.  4.)  Here  again,  then,  there  is  a  great  difference 
between  the  oral  law  and  the  New  Testament.  The  former 
commands  that  the  truth  be  maintained  and  propagated  by  the 
sword.  The  latter  tells  us  that  "  faith  cometh  by  hearing,  and 
hearing  by  the  Word  of  God."  Which,  then,  is  most  agreeable 
to  the  doctrine  of  Moses  and  the  prophets  ?  We  answer  fear 
lessly,  the  means  prescribed  by  the  New  Testament,  for  — 

1st,  No  instance  can  be  adduced  from  the  Old  Testament,  in 
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which  God  commanded  the  propagation  of  the  truth  by  the 
power  of  the  sword.  The  extirpation  of  the  seven  nations  of 
Canaan  is  not  in  point,  for  the  Israelites  were  not  commanded 
to  make  them  any  offer  of  mercy  on  condition  of  conversion. 
The  measure  of  their  iniquity  was  full,  and  therefore  the  com 
mand  to  destroy  every  soul  absolute.  Neither  in  the  command 
referred  to  by  Maimonides  is  there  the  least  reference  to 
conversion.  It  simply  says,  "  "When  thou  comest  nigh  unto  a 
city  to  fight  against  it,  then  proclaim  peace  unto  it.  And  it 
shall  be  if  it  make  thee  answer  of  peace,  and  open  unto  thee, 
then  it  shall  be  that  all  the  people  that  is  found  therein  shall 
be  tributaries  unto  thee,  and  they  shall  serve  thee.  And  if  it 
will  make  no  peace  with  thee,  but  will  make  war  against  thee, 
then  thou  shalt  besiege  it :  and  when  the  Lord  thy  God  hath 
delivered  it  into  thine  hands,  thou  shalt  smite  every  male 
thereof  with  the  edge  of  the  sword.  But  the  women  and  the 
little  ones,  and  the  cattle,  and  all  that  is  in  the  city,  even  all 
the  spoil  thereof,  shalt  thou  take  unto  thyself."  (Deut.  xx. 
10 — 14.)  Here  is  not  one  word  said  about  conversion,  or  about 
the  seven  commandments  of  the  sons  of  Noah.  The  command 
itself  is  hypothetical,  "  When  thou  comest  nigh  unto  a  city  ; " 
and  therefore  gives  no  colour  nor  pretext  for  setting  out  on  a 
war  of  conversion,  "  to  compel  all  that  come  into  the  world." 
As  it  stands,  it  is  a  humane  and  merciful  direction  to  restrain 
the  horrors  of  the  then  prevailing  system  of  warfare ;  and 
beautifully  exemplifies  the  value  which  God  sets  upon  the  life 
of  man,  whatever  his  nation  or  his  religion.  He  will  not  suffer 
it  to  be  destroyed  unnecessarily ;  and  even  in  case  of  extremity, 
he  commands  the  lives  of  the  women  and  the  children,  who 
never  bore  arms  against  Israel,  to  be  spared.  There  is  not  a 
syllable  about  forcing  their  consciences :  that  is  all  pure 
gratuitous  addition  of  the  oral  law,  which  turns  a  merciful 
command  into  an  occasion  of  bigotry  and  religious  tyranny. 

2dly,  As  God  has  given  no  command  to  propagate  religion  by 
the  sword,  so  neither  has  He  given  any  countenance  to  such 
doctrine,  by  the  instrumentality  which  He  has  employed  for  the 
preservation  of  religion  in  the  world.  He  did  not  choose  a 
mighty  nation  of  soldiers  as  the  depositories  of  his  truth,  nor 
any  of  the  overturners  of  kingdoms  for  his  prophets.  If  it  had 
been  his  intention  to  convert  the  world  by  force  of  arms,  Nimrod 
would  have  been  a  more  suitable  instrument  than  Abraham,  and 
the  mighty  kingdom  of  Egypt  more  fitted  for  the  task  than  the 
family  of  Hebrew  captives.  But  by  the  very  choice  He  showed, 
that  truth  was  to  be  propagated  by  Divine  power  working 
conviction  in  the  minds  of  men,  and  not  by  physical  strength. 
It  would  have  been  just  as  easy  for  him  to  have  turned  every 
Hebrew  captive  in  Egypt  into  a  Samson,  as  to  turn  the  waters 
into  blood ;  and  to  have  sent  them  into  the  world  to  overturn 
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Idolatry  by  brute  force;  but  He  preferred  to  enlighten  the 
minds  of  men  by  exhibiting  a  series  of  miracles,  calculated  to 
convince  them  of  his  eternal  power  and  Godhead.  When 
the  ten  tribes  revolted,  and  fell  away  into  idolatry,  He  did 
not  employ  the  sword  of  Judah,  but  the  voice  of  his  prophets,  to 
recall  them  to  the  truth.  He  did  not  compel  them,  as  the  oral 
law  would  have  done,  to  an  outward  profession,  but  dealt  with 
them  as  with  rational  beings,  and  left  them  to  the  choice 
of  their  hearts.  Nineveh  was  not  converted  by  Jewish  soldiers, 
but  by  the  preaching  of  Jonah.  So  far  is  God  from  command 
ing  the  propagation  of  religion  by  the  sword,  that  He  would 
not  even  suffer  a  man  of  war  to  build  a  temple  for  his  worship 
When  David  thought  of  erecting  a  temple,  the  Lord  said 
untp  him,  "  Thou  hast  shed  blood  abundantly,  and  hast  made 
great  wars  ;  thou  shalt  not  build  an  house  unto  my  name, 
because  thou  hast  shed  much  blood  upon  the  earth."  (1  Chron. 
xxii.  8.)  Thus  hath  God  shown  his  abhorrence  of  compulsory 
conversion,  and  in  all  his  dealings  confirmed  his  Word,  "  Not  by 
might  nor  by  power,  but  by  my  Spirit,  saith  the  Lord  of  hosts?' 
(Zech.  iv.  6.) 

3dly,  God  has  in  his  Word  promised  the  conversion  of  the 
world,  but  not  by  the  means  prescribed  in  the  oral  law.  His 
promise  to  Abraham  was,  "  In  thy  seed  shall  all  the  families  of 
the  earth  be  blessed.  "  (Gen.  xxii.  18.)  Now  this  can  hardly 
mean  that  his  descendants  are  to  treat  all  nations,  as  the 
Portuguese  treated  the  Jews.  The  72nd  Psalm  gives  rather 
a  different  view  of  the  fulfilment  of  this  promise.  It  promises 
not  a  victorious  soldier  like  Mahomet,  but  one  "  in  whose  days 
the  righteous  shall  flourish,  and  abundance  of  peace  so  long  as 

the  moon  endureth All  nations  shall  call  HIM  blessed." 

The  prophet  Isaiah  tells  us  "  that  out  of  Zion  shall  go  forth 
(not  conquering  armies  to  compel,  but)  the  law,  and  the  Word 
of  the  Lord  from  Jerusalem.  And  he  shall  judge  among  the 
nations,  and  rebuke  many  people  ;  and  they  shall  beat  their 
swords  into  ploughshares,  and  their  spears  into  pruning-hooks ; 
nation  shall  not  lift  up  sword  against  nation,  neither  shall  they 
learn  war  any  more."  Zechariah  says,  "  He  shall  speak  peace 
to  the  heathen ; "  and  declares  that  the  conversion  of  the  world 
will  not  be  the  reward  of  conquest,  but  the  result  of  conviction. 
"  In  those  days  it  shall  come  to  pass,  that  ten  men  shall  take 
hold,  out  of  all  the  languages  of  the  nations,  even  shall  take 
hold  of  the  skirt  of  him  that  is  a  Jew,  saying,  We  will  go  with 
you,  for  we  have  heard  that  God  is  with  you."  (Zech.  viii.  23.) 
Here  again,  then,  you  see  that  whilst  the  oral  law  differs  from 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  the  New  Testament  agrees  with  them. 
Account,  then,  for  this  extraordinary  fact,  that  whilst  the 
whole  Jewish  nation  lost  the  great  and  glorious  doctrine  of 
liberty  of  conscience,  it  has  been  preserved  for  you  and  for  all 
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mankind  by  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  Just  suppose  that  the  prin 
ciples  of  the  Talmud  had  triumphed,  either  amongst  the  Jews 
or  the  Portuguese,  what  would  have  been  the  consequence  to 
the  world  ?  If  the  Talmudists  had  attained  to  supreme  power, 
we  should  have  had  to  choose  between  compulsory  conversion 
and  the  sword.  If  the  Portuguese  had  attained  to  universal 
dominion,  both  you  and  we  should  have  had  the  alternative  of 
compulsory  conversion  or  the  fires  of  the  Inquisition.  In  either 
case,  the  noblest  and  most  precious  gift  that  the  God  of  heaven 
ever  sent  down  to  earth,  liberty  of  conscience,  would  have  been 
extinct.  But,  thank  God,  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  has 
triumphed  over  the  oral  laws  of  both  Jews  and  Portuguese,  and 
the  result  is,  that  both  you  and  we  have  the  liberty  of 
worshipping  God  according  to  the  convictions  of  our  under 
standing  and  the  dictates  of  our  conscience.  Behold,  then,  how 
you  are  indebted  to  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  Without  him  you 
would  not  have  known  religious  liberty,  either  theoretically  or 
practically.  He  is  right  on  this  all-important  point,  whilst 
those  who  condemned  him  to  death  and  rejected  his  claims  are 
wrong.  If  he  was  not  the  true  Messiah,  but  only  a  pretender, 
how  is  it  that  God  has  made  him  and  his  doctrine  the  exclusive 
channel  for  preserving  the  truth  of  his  Word,  and  conveying 
such  blessings  to  you  as  well  as  to  us  Gentiles  ?  If  the 
Pharisees  were  right  in  rejecting  him,  how  is  it  that  God  has 
rewarded  their  piety  by  giving  them  over  to  such  gross 
delusions,  and  making  them  the  transmitters  of  doctrines, 
which  would  fill  the  world  with  blood  and  hatred  and  discord, 
and  make  even  the  truth  odious  in  the  eyes  of  all  mankind  ? 
For  ourselves  we  cannot  help  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that 
He  who  has  taught  us  mercy  and  love  to  all  men,  and  delivered 
both  you  and  us  from  such  horrors — and  who,  in  doing  this, 
rose  above  all  the  doctrines  of  his  nation  and  his  tunes,  was , 
taught  of  God,  and  is,  therefore,  the  true  Messiah,  the  Saviour 
of  the  world. 

Certain  it  is,  that  this  doctrine  has  already  been  a  blessing 
to  the  world ;  and  that  until  your  nation  embrace  its  principles, 
at  least  on  this  one  point  of  love  and  toleration,  it  is  impossible 
that  the  promised  glory  and  pre-eminence  of  the  Jewish  nation 
should  come.  With  such  principles  as  are  inculcated  in  the 
oral  law,  a  restoration  to  the  land  of  your  forefathers  would  be 
no  blessing.  It  would  onlv  realize  all  the  legislative  and 
religious  speculations  of  the  Talmudists,  and  arm  them  with  the 
power  to  tyrannize  over  their  more  enlightened  brethren.  It 
would  be  the  triumph  of  tradition  over  the  Word  of  God,  and 
that  the  God  of  truth  will  not  permit.  It  would  be  to  instal 
the  spirit  of  intolerance  and  persecution  on  the  throne  of  love 
and  charity,  and  that  God  will  not  suffer.  The  Talmud  is, 
thus,  a  main  obstacle  in  the  way  of  God's  fulfilling  his  promises 
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to  the  nation,  because  it  incapacitates  Israel  for  the  reception 
or  the  right  employment  of  the  promised  blessings.  Is  it  not, 
then,  the  duty  of  all  Jews  who  desire  and  long  for  the  glory 
and  the  happiness  which  God  has  promised,  to  lift  up  their 
voice  with  power,  and  to  protest  against  that  system  which 
prevents  the  fufilment  of  God's  promises;  and  by  all  lawful 
means  to  endeavour  to  deliver  their  brethren  from  the  bondage 
of  such  intolerance  ? 


No.  VII. 

THE   FEAST   OF  PURIM. 

THE  feast  of  Purim  now  at  hand,  recalls  to  the  Jewish  re 
collection  one  of  those  miraculous  deliverances,  with  which  the 
history  of  Israel  abounds.  The  narrative  of  the  institution,  as 
contained  in  the  Bible,  is  a  signal  proof  and  illustration  of  the 
superintending  providence  of  God,  instructive  to  all  the  world, 
but  calling  peculiarly  for  the  gratitude  and  praise  of  the  Jewish. 
nation,  whose  forefathers  were  then  delivered.  And  it  is  much 
to  the  honour  of  their  posterity  that  they  have  not  suffered  the 
lapse  of  more  than  twenty  centuries  to  wear  out  the  memoiy  of 
this  great  event,  but  that  to  this  day  they  observe  its  anniversary 
with  alacrity  and  zeal.  If  the  oral  law  simply  contented 
itself  with  commanding  the  observance  and  prescribing  the 
mode  of  worship  for  such  an  important  season,  we  should  have 
no  fault  to  find  ;  but  the  oral  law  claims  for  itself  Divine  origin 
and  authority,  anathematizes  any  denial  of  these  claims  as 
heresy,  and  sentences  the  heretic  to  death.  We  are,  therefore, 
compelled  to  examine  its  pretensions,  and  to  scrutinize  its 
features,  in  order  to  see  whether  they  really  bear  the  stamp  ot 
divinity.  We  have  already  pointed  out  some,  that  savoured 
more  of  earth  than  heaven  :  the  constitutions  for  the  feast  of 
Purim  may  be  traced  to  the  same  source.  The  following  law 
respecting  the  meal  to  be  provided  on  this  occasion  did 
certainly  not  come  to  man  from  heaven  :  — 


HSU  rrnso  ipm   -itzn     ss^  IT  rni3?D  nmn 
-onar^  iy  \"  nman  «  IT  wsan 


A  man's  duty  with  regard  to  the  feast  is,  that  he  should  eat 
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meat  and  prepare  a  suitable  feast  according  to  his  means  ;  and 
drink  wine,  until  he  be  drunk,  and  fall  asleep  in  his  drunken 
ness."  (Hilchoth  Megillah,  c.  ii.  15.)  The  Talmud,  however, 
is  not  satisfied  with  so  indefinite  a  direction,  but  lays  down, 
with  its  usual  precision,  the  exact  measure  of  intoxication 
required. 


-vns  ]^n  2T>  s:-?  13?  Syrian  ^EiDn    uws  ravn 

:  "OTTO  -p-ab  ]nn 

"  A  man  is  bound  to  get  so  drunk  with  wine  at  Purim,  as  not 
to  know  the  difference  between  Cursed  is  Haman,  and  Blessed 
is  Mordecai."  (Megillah,  fol.  7,  col.  2..)  But  perhaps  some 
learned  champion  of  the  Talmud  will  fly  to  that  sort  of  refuge 
for  destitute  commentators,  the  parabolic  language  of  the 
orient,  and  tell  us  that  this  precept  is  not  to  be  understood 
literally  but  figuratively  ;  and  that  so  far  from  recommending 
intoxication,  it  means  to  inculcate  excess  of  sobriety  or  devotion, 
such  abstraction  of  the  senses,  from  all  outward  objects,  as  not 
to  distinguish  between  cursed  is  Haman  and  blessed  is 
Mordecai.  This  sort  of  defence  is  neither  imaginary  nor  novel. 
In  this  way  Rabbi  Eliezer's  permission  to  split  open  an  un 
learned  man  like  a  fish  has  been  made  to  signify  the  spiritual 
opening  of  the  understanding,  and  of  course  the  overweening 
anxiety  of  the  Rabbies  to  communicate  instruction  to  the 
ignorant.  But  however  we  dull  Gentiles  may  be  enlightened 
by  such  an  exposition,  we  much  doubt  whether  the  greatest 
amhaaretz  in  Israel  will  believe  the  interpretation.  The  great 
and  learned  Rabbies  Solomon  Jarchi  and  Moses  Maimonides 
have  understood  literal  drunkenness,  and  have  named  wine  as 
the  legitimate  liquor.  R.  Joseph  Karo  has  simply  given  the 
command  verbatim  as  it  stands  in  the  Talmud,  but  a  note  in 
the  Orach  Chaiim  shows,  that  some  of  the  modern  Rabbies 
were  not  able  to  swallow  such  a  command,  and,  therefore,  say 
that  an  Israelite  does  his  duty,  if  he  only  drink  a  little  more 
than  usual.  The  Talmud  itself  admits  of  no  such  softening 
down,  nor  explaining  away,  for  immediately  after  the  precept 
it  goes  on  to  propose  an  example  and  to  furnish  an  illustration 
of  its  meaning  in  the  following  history  of  the  very  Rabbi,  on 
whose  authorit  this  traditional  command  rests  ;  — 


"nra  cms  rmro  "ms  S-PT  ^mi  nm 
srn  -^n^b  win  ^mb  mtantt?  nm  cp 
Tnsai   IE   wa  mb  -its  nsusb  . 
srotr  brn  isb  rrb  -its  "mn  nra 


Rabba  and  Rabbi  Zira  made   their   Purim   entertainment 
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together.     When  Ilabba  got  dnink,  he  arose  and  killed  Rabbi 
Zira.    On  the  following  day  he  prayed  for  mercy,  and  restored 
him  to  life.     The  following  year  Rabba  proposed  to  him  again 
to  make  their  Furim  entertainment  together,  but  he  answered, 
'  Miracles  don't  happen  every  day.' "      (Talmud,  Tr.  Megillah, 
fol.  7,  col.  2.)     This  history  of  one  of  the  men  who  are  au 
thorities  for  the  above  Talmudic  command  to  get  drunk,  plainly 
illustrates  its  meaning,  and  shows  that  the  Talmud  meant  and 
commanded  its  followers  to  drink  wine  to  excess  on  this  occa 
sion.     It  sets  before  them  the  example  of  one  of  the  greatest 
Rabbies  committing  murder  in  his  drunkenness,  and  so  far 
from  reprobating  this  sin,  it  gravely  tells  us  that  God  inter 
posed  by  a  miracle  to  prevent  the  ill-consequences  ;  and  that  the 
Rabbi,  far  from  being  cured  of  his  propensity,  or  making  any 
declaration  of  his  intention  to  amend,  continued  in  that  state 
of  mind,  that  his  colleague  found  it  imprudent  to  trust  him 
self  at  his  table.     Now  every  body  that  is  acquainted  with  the 
Jews,  knows  that  they  arc  a  temperate  and  sober  people  ;  and 
because  they  are  so,  we  ask  them  whether  the  above  command 
can  be  from  God  ?  and  whether  they  believe  that  the  Talmud 
speaks  truth  in  giving  the  above  narrative  ?   It  says  not  merely 
that  men  may  get  drunk  with  impunity,  but  that  to  get  drunk 
is  an  act  of  piety,  and  obedience  to  a  command  !     Here,  again, 
the  Talmud  is   directly  at  issue   with  the  New  Testament, 
which  says,   "  Be  not  drunk  with  wine,  wherein  is  excess." 
(Ephes.  v.  18.)     "  Take  heed  to  yourselves,  lest  at  any  time 
your  hearts  be  overcharged  with  surfeiting,  and  drunkenness, 
and  the  cares  of  this  life,  and  so  that  day  come  upon  you  un 
awares."    (Luke  xxi.  34.)    The  New  Testament  holds  out  to  us 
no  hope,  that  if  in  our  drunkenness,  we  should  commit  murder, 
a  miracle  will  be  wrought  in  order  to  deliver  us  from  the  con 
sequences  ;  but  tells  us,  that  "  neither  murderers  nor  drunkards 
shall  inherit  the  kingdom  of  God."     (1  Cor.  vi.  9,  10.)     Now 
which  of  these  two  doctrines  is  the  most  agreeable  to  the 
revealed  will  of  God  ?     How  would  you  desire  to  meet  death, 
if  death  should  come  upon  the  feast  of  Purim  ?     Would  you 
wish  the  angel  of  death  to  find  you,  in  obedience  to  the  oral 
law,  insensible  from  overmuch  wine  ?  or  in  that  state  of  sobriety 
and  thoughtfulness  prescribed  by  Jesus  of  Nazareth  ?  Does  not 
the  inward  tribunal  of  the  heart  decide  that  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
is  right,  and  that  the  Talmud  is  wrong  ?     And  does  not  the 
Old  Testament  confirm  the  sentence  ?    Isaiah  says,  "  Woe  unto 
them  that  rise  up  early  in  the  morning,  that  they  may  follow 
strong  drink  ;  that  continue  until  night,  till  wine  inflame  them ! 
and  the  harp  and  the  viol,  the  tabret  and  pipe,  and  wine  are  in 
their  feasts  ;  but  they  regard  not  the  work  of  the  Lord,  neither 
consider  the  operation  of  his  hands.      Therefore  my  people  are 
gone  into  captivity,  because  they  have  no  knowledge;  and 
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their  honourable  men  are  famished,  and  their  multitude  dried 
up  with  thirst."  (Isaiah  v.  11  —  13.)  And  so  Moses  commands 
the  parents  that  should  have  a  son  "  a  glutton  and  a  drunkard," 
to  bring  him  to  justice,  and  to  have  him  stoned.  (Deut.  xxi.  20.) 
The  Talmud,  then,  manifestly  contradicts  the  Old  Testament  ;  it 
therefore  cannot  speak  truth  when  it  narrates  that  God  wrought 
a  miracle  in  order  to  save  a  drunkard  and  a  murderer  from  that 
punishment,  which  He  had  himself  commanded  to  be  visited 
upon  either  of  these  crimes.  The  story  of  the  miracle  is  there 
fore  a  palpable  falsehood,  contradictory  to  the  law  of  Moses,  and 
derogatory  to  the  honour  of  God.  How,  then,  can  the  Talmud 
be  of  God  ?  If  you  attempt  to  distinguish,  as  some  do,  between 
the  Talmud  and  the  oral  law,  and  say  that  though  the  Talmud 
contains  the  oral  law,  yet  it  is  not  all  inspired,  then  we  ask, 
how  can  you  rely  upon  the  testimony  of  a  witness  convicted  of 
wilful,  gross,  and  flagrant  falsehood  ?  If  you  do  not  believe  in 
the  above  miracle  of  the  drunken  Rabba,  you  denounce  it  as  a 
liar.  If  it  lie,  then,  upon  this  solemn  occasion  in  relating  a 
miracle,  in  handing  down  the  law  of  God,  how  can  you  depend 
upon  it  at  all  ?  If  it  does  not  scruple  to  forge  miracles,  wThat 
warrant  have  you  for  believing  that  it  does  not  forge  laws  also  ; 
But  suppose,  which  is  far  more  probable,  that  Rabbi  Zira, 
when  killed  by  Rabba,  had  not  come  to  life  again,  wrould  Rabba, 
in  the  eye  of  the  modern  Jewish  law,  be  considered  as  a  mur 
derer,  and  guilty  of  death,  or  as  an  innocent  person,  who  might 
safely  be  permitted  to  go  at  large,  and  pursue  his  usual  avoca 
tions  ?  This  is  a  question  well  deserving  an  answer  from  some 
of  your  learned  men,  and  naturally  suggested  by  some  prin 
ciples  asserted  and  implied  in  the  following  decisions  of  the 
oral  law  :  — 


msa  naan  nbn^n 
bsm  .  Dorian  ropn  s^ntp  CTIT 
ea'mrnt&a  cnrnn  D'nm  n^ai  DN^DN  i  nns'npn 
«  rtrwrnp1?    cntDpn    ns 
-psm     jrrrns     ^brana 
min  -nabn  pbena  pi 
rmn  ba?  rmsa  nstyb   nairn  bp   >  nbnn 

-m   -fb   7^1    .  nb:n   nnpa   ^ca 
ib     wa;  n^D  nnn  ^in  vasa  nb:iE 
-insi  nbnn  limp  in 

"  The  reading  of  the  Megillah  (the  book  of  Esther)  in  its  time 
is  an  affirmative  precept  according  to  the  words  of  the  scribes, 
and  it  is  known  that  this  is  an  ordinance  of  the  Prophets. 
The  obligation  to  read  it  rests  upon  all,  men,  women,  and 
proselytes,  and  manumitted  slaves.  Children  also  are  to  be 
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accustomed  to  the  reading  of  it.  Even  priests  in  their  service 
are  to  neglect  their  service,  and  to  come  to  hear  the  reading  of 
the  Megillah.  In  like  manner  the  study  of  the  law  is  to  be 
omitted,  in  order  to  hear  the  reading  of  the  Megillah,  and  a 
fortiori  all  the  remaining  commandments  of  the  law,  all  of 
which  give  way  to  the  reading  of  the  Megillah :  but  there  is 
nothing  to  which  the  reading  of  the  Megillah  gives  way, 
except  that  particular  class  of  dead  person  called  the  dead  of 
the  commandment,  who  has  none  to  bury  him.  He  that 
happens  upon  him  is  first  to  bury  him,  and  afterwards  to 
read."  (Hilchoth  Megillah,  c.  i.  1.)  On  this  extract  we  have 
several  remarks  to  make,  but  at  present  we  request  the 
attertion  of  our  readers  to  the  reason  given  why  the  reading  of 
the  Megillah  is  more  important  than  any  of  the  com 
mandments.  It  is  this.  According  to  the  oral  law,  "  the  study 
of  the  law  is  equivalent  to  all  the  commandments,  and  the 
other  commandments  are  to  give  way  to  this  study."  But  ac 
cording  to  the  passage  before  us,  the  study  of  the  law  is  to 
give  way  to  the  reading  of  the  Megillah.  The  reading  of  the 
Megillah,  therefore,  being  greater  than  the  greatest  of  the 
commandments,  is  of  course  greater  than  all  the  inferior  ones. 
Now  apply  this  reasoning  to  the  above  command  to  get  drunk, 
and  you  will  prove  that  getting  drunk  at  Purim  feast  is  the 
greatest  of  all  the  commandments.  In  order  to  get  drunk,  it 
is  plain  that  the  study  of  the  law  must  give  way.  The  man 
who  cannot  distinguish  between  "  Cursed  be  Haman  and 
blessed  be  Mordecai,"  certainly  cannot  study,  neither  can  he 
bury  the  dead.  The  commandment,  therefore,  to  which  the 
study  of  the  law  and  the  burying  of  the  dead  give  way,  must 
be  the  greatest  of  all  the  commandments  ;  i.e.,  the  getting 
drunk  on  Purim  is  the  greatest  of  all  the  commandments. 
This  conclusion,  which  inevitably  follows  upon  Talmudic 
principles,  necessarily  shows  that  those  principles  are  false. 
But  that  is  not  the  object  for  which  I  have  exhibited  this 
conclusion  ;  it  is  with  reference  to  the  case  of  Rabba  above- 
mentioned.  Having  got  drunk  according  as  the  oral  law  com 
manded,  and  having  thereby  obeyed  the  greatest  of  the 
commandments,  and  one  to  which  all  others  are  necessarily  in 
abeyance,  was  he  guilty  or  innocent  in  having  murdered  K. 
Zira  ?  It  certainly  seems  a  very  hard  case  to  condemn  him  to 
death  for  an  act,  which  resulted  from  his  obedience  to  the  greatest 
of  all  the  commandments.  He  might  urge  that  he  had  a  great 
dislike  to  drunkenness — that  he  had  overcome  his  natural 
aversion  simply  to  satisfy  the  llabbinical  requirements — that 
by  the  time  that  he  had  arrived  at  the  prescribed  incompetency 
to  distinguish  between  Haman  and  Mordecai,  he  had  lost  all 
power  of  distinguishing  between  right  and  wrong — that,  there 
fore,  he  had  not  done  it  with  malice  prepense  ;  what  sentence, 
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therefore,  does  the  Talmud  pronounce  against  a  murderer  of 
this  sort  ?  If  ilabba  was  allowed  to  go  at  large,  as  would 
appear  from  his  invitation  to  Rabbi  Zira  the  following  year,  a 
repetition  of  the  same  offence  was  possible,  a  repetition  of  the 
miracle  in  R.  Zira's  opinion  highly  improbable.  Thus  Rabba 
might  go  on  from  year  to  year  killing  one  or  more  with 
impunity,  and  would  be  a  far  more  dangerous  neighbour  than 
"  the  ox  that  was  wont  to  push  with  his  horn."  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  he  is  to  be  punished  capitally,  then  the  oral  law  is 
plainly  not  from  God  ;  for  obedience  to  the  greatest  of  its  com 
mandments  makes  it  possible  for  a  man  to  commit  the  greatest 
of  crimes,  and  to  subject  himself  to  the  extremity  of  punish 
ment.  But  wre  object,  secondly,  to  the  exaltation  of  a  mere 
human  ordinance  above  the  Word  of  God.  The  reading  of  the 
book  of  Esther  at  the  feast  of  Purim,  is  no  doubt  a  very 
appropriate,  and  may  be  a  very  profitable  exercise.  But  it  is 
confessedly  of  human  appointment.  It  is  of  the  words  of  the 
scribes  ;  the  time  and  the  mode  are  altogether  Rabbinical 
ordinances.  Why,  then,  "  are  all  the  remaining  command 
ments  of  the  law  to  give  way  to  the  reading  of  the  Megillah  ?  " 
The  priest  was  to  neglect  the  service  to  which  God  had 
appointed  him,  in  order  to  obey  a  mere  human  institution. 
And  the  Israelites  to  neglect  the  duties  of  love  and  charity,  to 
fulfil  a  mere  ceremonial  commandment.  Here  is  a  plain  token 
that  the  oral  law  is  not  from  God,  but  is  the  offspring  of 
human  invention  and  superstition.  The  human  mind  exalts 
ceremonies  above  moral  duties.  God  declares  that  all  outward 
observances  are  secondary.  "  I  desired  mercy  and  not  sacrifice, 
and  the  knowledge  of  God  more  than  burntofferings."  (Hos. 
vi.  6.)  "  He  hath  showed  thee,  O  man,  what  is  good ;  and 
what  doth  the  Lord  require  of  thee,  but  to  do  justly,  and  to 
love  mercy,  and  to  walk  humbly  with  thy  God?"  (Mic.  vi.  8.) 
And  so  the  New  Testament  says  in  the  very  same  spirit,  "  The 
first  of  all  the  commandments  is,  Hear  O  Israel :  the  Lord  our 
God  is  one  Lord,  and  thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God  with 
all  thy  heart,  &c.  This  is  the  first  commandment.  And  the 
second  is  like,  namely  thi's,  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as 
tiivself.  There  is  none  other  commandment  greater  than 
these."  (Mark.  xii.  29 — 31.)  The  oral  law,  on  the  contrary, 
tells  us  that  "  all  the  commandments,  except  the  burying  of 
the  dead,  are  to  give  way  to  the  reading  of  the  Megillah,"  to  a 
mere  ceremony ;  and  that  not  even  of  God's  appointment. 
God  prefers  mercy  before  the  sacrifices  which  He  himself  has 
instituted.  The  'Talmud  prefers  a  human  institution  to  all 
God's  commandments.  A  more  striking  instance  of  genuine 
superstition,  and  a  stronger  proof  of  the  human  origin  of  the 
oral  law  cannot  be  found. 

The  book  of  Esther  appears  to  have  been  a  peculiar  favourite 
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of  the  Rabbles.  The  reading  of  it  takes  precedence  of  all  other 
duties  but  one,  and  is  considered  as  obligatory,  even  upon  the 
women,  who  are  declared  exempt  from  the  study  of  the  law. 
It  is  true  that  it  contains  a  very  notable  warning  for  disobedient 
wives,  and  a  striking  instance  of  the  deliverance  of  Israel  by 
tke  instrumentality  of  a  woman  ;  but  when  we  consider  that 
the  name  of  God  does  not  occur  once  in  the  whole  book,  and 
that  the  law  contains  the  account  of  man's  creation  and  fall, 
the  ten  comandments,  the  deliverance  from  Egypt,  and  all 
those  events  of  primary  interest  to  women  as  well  as  men,  it 
becomes  of  some  importance  to  consider  why  the  women,  who 
are  not  bound  to  study  the  law  of  God,  are  bound  to  read  the 
book  of  Esther.  The  authors  of  the  oral  law  appear  to  have 
attached  uncommon  importance  to  this  book,  as  appears  from 
this  circumstance,  and  still  more  so  from  the  following  startling 
declaration  of  Maimonides  :  — 

-pTni?   cmiron  bm  crwrMn  >-IDD 


s^n  nm  .-ires 

rrnn    bra   msbroT   min   wmn   nttf 

:nVirb  vbtsn  p^sttf  nc 

"  All  the  books  of  the  prophets,  and  all  tke  Hagiographa,  except 
the  roll  of  Esther,  will  cease  in  the  days  of  Messiah.  But  it  is 
perpetual  as  the  five  books  of  the  written  law,  and  the  con 
stitutions  of  the  oral  law,  which  shall  never  cease."  (Hilchoth 
Megillah.)  Some  of  the  Rabbies  say  that  this  is  to  be  taken 
conditionally,  "  although  they  were  all  to  cease,  yet  this  would 
not  cease."  But  this  still  attributes  a  decided  superiority  to  the 
book  of  Esther  above  all  the  other  books.  What  then  is  there  in 
it,  that  gives  this  book  such  a  peculiar  favour,  and  makes  the 
history  of  Esther  more  important  than  that  of  the  conquest  of 
Canaan,  or  of  the  glory  of  Solomon,  or  of  the  restoration  of  the 
house  of  the  Lord  ?  Is  there  more  devotion  and  piety  to  be  found 
in  it  than  in  the  Psalms  of  David  ?  Does  it  contain  more  wisdom 
than  the  Proverbs  of  Solomon  ?  Is  there  a  sublimer  flight  of 
Divine  poetry,  a  more  heavenly  afflatus  than  in  the  visions  of 
Isaiah  ?  A  more  open  revelation  of  the  mysteries  of  the  Deity 
than  is  to  be  found  in  Job,  or  Daniel,  or  Ezekiel  ?  Why  do  the 
Rabbies  pronounce  it  worthy  of  preservation,  whilst  they 
contemplate  without  emotion  the  loss  of  all  the  other  books  ? 
We  cannot  possibly  discover,  unless  it  be  that  it  furnishes  more 
gratification  to  the  spirit  of  revenge  so  natural  to  all  the 
children  of  Adam,  whether  they  be  J  ew  or  Gentile.  To  forgive 
is  to  be  like  God  —  and  God  alone  can  teach  forgiveness  either 
speculatively  or  practically.  But  the  book  of  Esther  contains 
an  account  of  the  revenge  which  the  Jews  took  upon  their  ene 
mies,  not  like  the  destruction  of  the  Canaanites,  fulfilling  the 
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commands  of  God  upon  His  enemies,  but  taking  personal  and 
individual  revenge  on  their  own.  And  this  very  fact  may  be 
one  reason  why  God  did  not  permit  his  most  holy  name  to 
occur  in  the  whole  book  —  -just  as  he  did  not  permit  David  to 
build  him  a  temple,  so  he  would  not  have  his  name  associated 
with  deeds  of  personal  revenge.  But,  however  that  be,  we  can 
discover  no  other  reason  for  the  decided  preference  which  the 
oral  law  gives  to  the  book  of  Esther.  And  we  think  that 
after  the  specimens  which  we  have  already  given  of  their  spirit 
towards  idolaters  we  do  them  no  injustice;  especially  as,  in  this 
particular  case,  the  oral  law  breathes  this  spirit  aloud. 


am  mns  <  ^*nn  -fm  pn  -ins 
:bs"itzr»  bD  D^Y-Q  trias  b:>  nnns  f-inos 


"  It  is  necessary  to  say,  Cursed  be  Haman,  Blessed  be 
Mordecai,  Cursed  be  Zeresh,  Blessed  be  Esther,  Cursed 
be  all  idolaters,  Blessed  be  all  Israel."  (Orach  Chaiim,  sec. 
690.)  Why  this  is  necessary,  is  not  told  us.  It  appeal's 
not  to  bring  glory  to  God,  nor  any  blessing  to  man.  Haman 
and  Zeresh  have  long  since  passed  into  eternity,  and  received 
from  the  just  Judge  the  reward  of  their  deeds.  Mordecai  and 
Esther  have  in  like  manner  appeared  before  the  God  of  Israel, 
and  received  according  to  their  faith.  To  these,  then,  the  voice 
of  human  praise  or  reproach  is  as  nothing.  But  to  curse  a 
dead  enemy,  to  pursue  with  unrelenting  hatred  those  who  have 
already  fallen  into  the  hands  of  the  living  God,  is  certainly  not 
a  Divine  ordinance,  and  cannot  be  an  acceptable  act  of  worship 
in  poor  sinners,  who  themselves  stand  so  much  in  need  of 
forgiveness.  To  curse  the  dead  is  bad,  but  to  curse  the  living 
is,  in  one  sense,  still  worse.  "  Cursed  be  all  idolaters." 
According  to  our  calculation,  there  are  600  millions  of  idolaters 
—  according  to  the  Jewish  account,  there  must  be  more.  Why, 
then,  should  they  be  cursed?  That  will  not  convert  them  from 
the  error  of  their  ways.  It  will  not  make  them  more  happy, 
either  in  this  wrorld  or  in  the  next.  We  are  not  aware,  even  if 
God  were  to  hear  this  execration  and  curse  the  idolatrous 
world,  that  it  would  be  productive  of  any  blessing  to  Israel. 
Why  make  a  day  of  thanksgiving  for  mercies  received  an 
opportunity  of  invoking  curses  upon  the  majority  of  mankind  ? 
The  Word  of  God  teaches  a  very  different  petition  for  the 
heathen.  "  God,  be  merciful  to  us,  and  bless  us,  and  cause  his 
face  to  shine  upon  us.  That  thy  way  may  be  known  upon 
earth,  thy  saving  health  among  all  nations.  Let  the  people 
praise  thee,  0  God  ;  yea,  let  all  the  people  praise  thee."  (Ps. 
Ixvii.) 
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RABBINIC  CONTEMPT  FOE  THE  SONS  OF  NOAH. 

THE  noblest  inquiry,  to  which  the  mental  powers  can  be 
directed,  is,  Which  religion  comes  from  God?  The  most  satis 
factory  mode  of  conducting  such  an  inquiry,  independently  of 
the  external  evidence,  is  to  compare  the  principles  of  one 
system  with  those  of  the  other,  and  both  with  an  acknowledged 
standard,  if  such  there  be,  and  this  is  what  we  are  endeavouring 
to  do  in  these  papers.  We  by  no  means  wish  to  make  the 
modern  Jews  responsible  for  the  inventions  of  their  forefathers, 
but  to  show  them  that  their  traditional  argument  for  rejecting 
Christianity,  and  that  is  the  example  of  the  high  priest  and 
the  Sanhedrin,  is  of  no  force;  inasmuch  as  these  same  persons, 
who  originally  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  were  in  great  and 

Sievous  error  in  the  fundamental  principles  of  religion,  whilst 
e  who  was  rejected  taught  the  truth.  To  do  this  we  must 
appeal  to  the  oral  law,  and  discuss  its  merits.  We  have  shown 
already  that  those  persons  did  not  understand  at  least  one  half 
of  the  law;  that  their  doctrines  were  in  the  highest  degree 
uncharitable.  It  has,  however,  been  replied,  that  the  Talmud 
is  more  tolerant  than  the  New  Testament,  for  it  allows  "  that 
the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  may  be  saved  ;  "  whereas 
the  latter  asserts  that  "  whosoever  believeth  not  shall  be 
damned."  We  must,  therefore,  inquire  into  the  extent  of 
toleration  and  charity  contained  in  that  Talmudic  sentence. 
The  first  step  in  this  inquiry,  is  to  ascertain  who  are  the 
persons  intended  in  the  expression  "  The  pious  of  the  nations 
of  the  world.  "  The  oral  law  tells  us,  as  quoted  in  No.  6,  that 
the  Israelites  are  commanded  to  compel  all  that  come  into  the 
world  to  receive  the  seven  commandments  of  the  sons  of  Noah, 
and  adds, 


nann  -in  sipan  sin  nmw  bnpiam 

"  He  that  receives  them  is  called  universally   a  sojourning 
proselyte."     And  a  little  lower  down  it  says  plainly 


nt  *nn  jmarob  nntDi  rnisfc  sntp  hop^n 
:  «nn  obirb  pbn  tb  an  .  cbirn  mms  •• 

"  Whosoever  receives  the  seven  commandments,  and  is  careful 
to  observe  them,  he  is  one  of  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the 
world,  and  has  a  share  in  the  world  to  come."  (Hilchoth 
Melachim,  c.  viii.  10.)  From  these  two  declarations,  then,  we 
learn  that  "  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  "  are  the 
same,  as  "the  sojourning  proselytes,"  who  were  allowed  to 
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reside  in  the  land  of  Israel,  and  that  their  piety  consisted  in 
receiving  and  practising  the  seven  commandments.  What 
these  commandments  were,  we  are  informed  in  the  next  chapter 
of  the  same  treatise. 


.  ry  by  »  7ia?snn  rms  mia^a  o'nnT  ntra  by 
byi   *  CTEI  ro^etp  bin    .  nurcn  nmn  byi 
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"  The  first  Adam  was  commanded  concerning  six  things  — 
idolatry,  blasphemy,  shedding  of  blood,  incest,  robbery,  and 
administration  of  justice.  Although  we  have  all  these  things  as 
a  tradition  from  Moses,  our  master,  and  reason  naturally  inclines 
to  them,  yet,  from  the  general  tenour  of  the  words  of  the  law, 
it  appears  that  he  was  commanded  concerning  these  things. 
Noah  received  an  additional  command  concerning  the  limb  of  a 
living  animal,  as  it  is  said,  '  But  flesh  in  the  life  thereof,  which 
is  the  blood  thereof,  ye  shall  not  eat.'  (Gen.,  ix.  4.)  Here 
are  the  seven  commandments,  and  thus  the  matter  was  m  alf 
the  world  until  Abraham."  (Ibid.  ix.  1.) 

Now,  without  stopping  to  dispute  about  the  command  given 
to  Noah,  we  cannot  help  saying  that  the  above  tradition  is  very 
defective,  and  certainly  not  derived  from  Moses,  for  it  is 
opposed  to  the  history  which  he  himself  has  given  us.  In  the 
first  place,  that  command,  on  which,  the  oral  law  lays  such 
stress,  "  Be  fruitful  and  multiply,"  was  originally  given  to 
Adam  (Gen.  i.  28),  and  was  renewed  to  Noah,  after  the  deluge. 
If  the  llabbies  reckon  this  as  a  separate  command  in  the  case  of 
the  Jews,  as  may  be  seen  in  the  Hilchoth  Priah  Ureviah,  it  is 
only  fair  to  reckon  it  as  a  separate  command  in  the  case  of  the 
Gentiles,  and  thus  we  get.  an  eighth  command.  In  the  second 
place,  God  ordained  marriage  as  a  holy  state.  "  The  Lord  God 
said,  It  is  not  good  that  man  should  be  alone  ;  I  will  make  him 
an  help  meet  for  him."  "  And  the  rib  which  the  Lord  God  had 
taken  from  man  made  he  a  woman,  and  brought  her  unto  the 
man."  Here  is  God's  holv  institution,  and  in  the  following 
verses  we  have  the  obligations  of  marriage  distinctly  acknow 
ledged.  "  And  Adam  said,  This  is  now  bone  of  my  bones,  and 
flesh  of  my  flesh  ;  she  shall  be  called  Woman,  because  she  was 
taken  out  of  man.  Therefore  shall  a  man  leave  his  father  and 
his  mother,  and  shall  cleave  unto  his  wife,  and  they  shall  be 
one  flesh."  Here,  then,  is  a  ninth  commandment.  \Vc  know, 
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indeed,  that  the  oral  law  gives  a  different  account,  but  its 
doctrine  is  false  and  pernicious.  In  the  face  of  the  above  plain 
narrative,  it  teaches  as  follows  r  — 


cs     ittn  nttfs  2niD   nns  mn  mm  IHE  cnip 
"pnb    no^a    nms   stznb   s^ni   sin   nsi 
:  rr.r>sb  ib  mnni  i^^r  "pnb  i^n  nbsnni 


"  Before  the  giving  of  the  law,  a  man  might  happen  to  meet  a 
woman  in  the  street  ;  if  they  both  agreed  on  marriage,  he  took 
her  to  his  house,  and  cohabited  with  her,  and  she  became  his 
wife."  (Hilchoth  Ishuth,  c.  i.  1.)  Now,  not  to  speak  of  profane 
history,  there  is  not  in  the  law  of  Moses  a  single  passage  to  give 
colour  to  this  statement,  unless  it  be  the  following  :  —  "  And  it 
came  to  pass,  when  men  began  to  multiply  on  the  face  of  the 
earth,  and  daughters  were  born  unto  them,  that  the  sons  of  God 
saw  the  daughters  of  men  that  they  were  fair  ;  and  they  took 
them  wives  of  all  which  they  chose."  But,  whatever  is  meant 
by  "  Sons  of  God,''  it  is  plain  that  this  conduct  is  mentioned,  not 
as  having  the  sanction  or  approval  of  God,  but  as  a  proof  of  ante 
diluvian  wickedness,  for  it  is  immediately  added,  "  And  the 
Lord  said,  My  Spirit  shall  not  always  strive  with  man,  for  that 
he  also  is  flesh."  But  it  is  not  simply  an  error  of  judgment,  it 
is  most  pernicious  as  it  regards  both  Gentiles  and  Jews,  for  it 
completely  annuls  the  sanctity  and  obligation  of  the  marriage 
tie.  It  teaches  that  as  the  marriage  of  Noahites  is  contracted 
without  solemn  espousals,  so  it  may  be  dissolved  without  the 
formality  of  a  divorce. 


nan-tro    ran    ™?s    rrnn 
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"  When  is  his  (the  Noahite's)  neighbour's  wife  to  be  con 
sidered  in  the  same  light,  as  a  divorced  woman  with  us  ? 
From  the  time  that  he  sends  her  forth  from  his  house,  and 
leaves  her  to  herself.  Or  from  the  time  that  she  gees  forth 
from  under  his  power,  and  goes  her  way  ;  for  they  have  no 
divorces  in  writing,  neither  does  the  matter  depend  upon  that 
alone  ;*  but  whenever  he  or  she  please  to  separate  one  from 
the  other,  they  separate."  (Hilchoth  Mclachim,  c.  ix.  S.) 
We  Gentiles  have  great  reason  to  be  thankful  that  Jesus  of 
Nazareth  has  taught  us  a  different  doctrine,  according  witlL 
the  original  institution  of  marriage.  What  would  have  been, 

*  Instead  of  -Q"J  alone,  there  is  another  reading,  "~\J),  the  tribunal.. 
D   3 
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the  state  of  the  world,  if  the  oral  law  had  attained  Supreme 
power,  and  the  Gentiles  had  been  instructed  in  the  above  law 
as  Divine  ?  What  would  result  from  the  doctrine  that  every 
man  may  turn  out  his  wife,  and  every  woman  leave  her  hus 
band,  whenever  they  like  ?  The  peace  and  well-being  of 
Gentile,  society  would  be  at  an  end.  The  frightful  state  of 
disorder  and  misery  that  would  ensue,  as  well  as  the  words 
of  the  original  institution,  plainly  show  that  this  doctrine  is 
not  from  God.  But  the  effect  upon  the  believers  in  the  oral 
law  is  still  worse.  With  reference  to  them,  the  marriage  of 
Gentiles  is  no  marriage  at  all.  The  oral  law  says  distinctly  — 


"  There  is  no  matrimony  to  the  Gentiles."     (Hilchoth  Mela- 
chim,  viii.  3.)     And  again, 


bus  c^n  by  D'nnb  is  bs-iir^b  sbw  mir^s  ^s 
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"  There  is  no  matrimony  except  to  Israel,  or  to  Gentiles  with 
respect  to  Gentiles  ;  but  not  to  slaves  with  respect  to  slaves, 
nor  to  slaves  with  respect  to  Israel."  (Hilchoth  Issure  Biah, 
c.  xiv.  19.)  Here,  then,  the  oral  law  directly  makes  void  the 
law  of  God,  and  pronounces  that  a  command  given  to  Adam 
in  Paradise,  and  therefore  equally  binding  on  all  his  de 
scendants,  is  in  particular  cases  of  no  force  at  all.  The  oral 
law,  therefore,  is  certainly  not  from  God. 

We  have  already  made  out  nine  commandments;  in 
sacrifice  we  find  a  tenth.  Cain  and  Abel  brought  sacrifices, 
and  the  only  reason  that  can  be  assigned  is,  that  they  had 
received  a  command  to  that  effect.  Sacrifice  was  eitner  a 
Divine  command  or  the  dictate  of  their  own  reason.  But 
it  was  not  the  dictate  of  reason,  for  reason  says,  that  the 
Creator  of  all  things  has  no  need  of  gifts,  and,  least  of  all, 
such  gifts  as  imply  the  slaughter  of  an  innocent  animal.  It 
must,  therefore,  have  been  of  Divine  command.  The  reason 
why  the  Rabbies  excluded  this  command  is  plain.  They  did 
not  choose  that  there  should  be  acceptable  sacrifices  offered 
anywhere  but  amongst  themselves.  But  that  this  doctrine 
is  altogether  of  a  recent  date  is  plain.  It  was  not  known  to 
Job.  He  savs  not  a  word  about  the  seven  commandments, 
and  he  was  in  the  habit  of  offering  sacrifices.  "  And  it  was 
so  when  the  day  of  their  feasting  was  gone  about,  that  Job 
sent  and  sanctified  them,  and  rose  up  early  in  the  morning, 
and  offered  burnt-offerings  according  to  the  number  of  them 
all."  (Job  i.  5.)  And  the  Lord  himself  expressly  com 
manded  Job's  friends  to  do  so  likewise.  "And  it  was  so, 
that  after  the  Lord  had  spoken  these  words  unto  Job,  the 
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Lord  said  to   Eliphaz  the   Temanite,   My  wrath  is  kindled 

against  thee,  and  against  thy  two  friends Therefore, 

take  unto  you  now  seven  bullocks  and  seven  rams,  and  go  to 
my  servant  Job,  and  offer  up  for  yourselves  a  burnt-offering, 
and  my  servant  Job  shall  pray  for  you,  for  him  will  I  accept." 
(Job  xlii.  7,  8.)  It  was  not  known  to  Elisha.  When 
Naaman  said,  "  Shall  there  not  then,  I  pray  thee,  be  given 
to  thy  servant  two  mules'  burden  of  earth  ?  For  thy  servant 
will  henceforth  offer  neither  burnt-offering  nor  sacrifice  unto 
other  gods,  but  unto  the  Lord."  (2  Kings  v.  17.)  Elisha 
made  no  objection.  He  did  not  tell  him  that  he  had  only 
seven  commandments  to  attend  to.  Neither  had  Isaiah  any 
idea  that,  when  Judaism  triumphed,  the  whole  world  was 
to  be  compelled  to  adhere  to  the  seven  commandments,  for 
he  plainly  predicts  the  contrary.  "  And  the  Lord  shall  be 
known  to  Egypt,  and  the  Egyptians  shall  know  the  Lord 
in  that  day,  and  shall  do  sacrifice  and  oblation  :  yea,  they 
shall  vow  a  vow  unto  the  Lord  and  perform  it."  (Isaiah 
xix.  21.)  Here  again,  then,  the  oral  law  contradicts  the  Word 
of  God. 

But  the  law  of  God  points  out  to  us  an  eleventh  commandment, 
in  the  distinction  between  clean  and  unclean   animals.     The 
Lord  commanded  Noah  to  take  of  the  former  by  sevens  and  of 
the  latter  by  pairs.     (Gen.  vii.  2.)  And  when  Noah  came  forth 
from  the  ark  "  he  builded  an  altar  unto  the  Lord;  and  took  of 
every  clean  beast,  and  of  every  clean  fowl,  and  offered  burnt- 
offerings  on   the   altar."     (Gen.  viii.  2.)  It  is  plain,  from  the 
command,  that  a  greater  number  of  clean  than  unclean  animals 
was  required.     Noah's  conduct  shows  that  the  rite  of  sacrifice 
was  the  cause  of  the  requirement.    We  have  a  twelfth  com 
mandment  in  the  appointment  of  a  priesthood.     "  Melchizcdek 
was  the  priest  of  the  Most  High  God,"  (Gen.  xiv.  10,)  which  he 
most  certainly  could  not  have  been,  if  he  had  not  been  Divinely 
appointed.  From  the  law  itself,  then,  we  have  made  out  twelve 
distinct  commandments.     Eight  would  have  been  sufficient  to 
overthrow  the  oral  tradition.     But  we  appeal  to  the  common 
sense  of  every  Talmudist.  We  ask  him  to  look  over  the  meagre 
list  of  the  seven  commandments,  in  which  neither  love  to  God 
nor  man  is  included,  and  to  tell  us  whether  it  be  at  all  probable 
that   "  the  God  of  the  spirits  of  all  flesh "   would  leave   all 
mankind,  excepting  the  small  company  of  Rabbinists,  without 
any  better  rule  for  time,  and  any  better  guide  to  eternity?     Is 
it  possible  that  the  God  of  love  and  mercy  should  leave  the 
majority  of  his  reasonable  creatures  in  doubt  as  to  his  love,  and 
tell  them  that  he  requires  no  love  from  them  ?     Yet  this  is 
what  the  oral  law  says.     The  Gentiles  are,  according  to  it,  left 
without  any  direction  as  to  the  woi>ship  of  God,  and  are  pro 
nounced  guilty  of  death  if  they  study  the  law.     Nay,  they  are 
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expressly  told  that  God  does  not  require  them  to  glorify  him 
by  their  obedience. 
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"  A  Noahite  who  is  forced  to  transgress  one  of  his  command 
ments,  it  is  lawful  for  him  to  do  so.  Even  if  he  be  compelled  to 
commit  idolatry  he  may  commit  it,  for  they  are  not  commanded 
to  sanctify  God."  (Hilchotli  Melachim,  c.  x.  2.)  So  that, 
according  to  the  Rabbies,  the  Noahite  who  is  compelled  to 
commit  murder,  adultery,  or  even  to  deny  his  God,  may  do  it 
with  impunity  ;  he  still  belongs  "  to  the  pious  of  the  nations  of 
the  world,"  and  may  have  a  share  in  the  world  to  come.  We 
confess  that  we  cannot  see  in  this  doctrine  either  charity  or 
toleration.  We  can  discover  only  that  narrowness  of  heart 
which  characterizes  the  oral  law.  In  order  to  magnify  them 
selves,  and  depreciate  the  other  nations,  the  Rabbies  first  swell 
out  their  own  commandments  to  613,  and  reduce  the  command 
ments  of  the  nations  to  seven.  But  not  content  with  that,  they 
also  strive  to  confine  the  glories  of  martyrdom  to  themselves, 
and  tell  the  Gentiles  that  God  does  not  require  them  to  sanctify 
His  name.  Can  such  doctrine  come  from  God  ?  Is  God  the 
God  of  the  Rabbinists  only  ?  We  grant  that  the  Jews  are  his 
"  peculiar  people."  We  acknowledge  that  "  they  have  much 
advantage  every  way  "  —  that  "  they  are  beloved  for  the  fathers' 
sakes  "  —  that  the  time  is  coming  When  "  all  that  see  them  shall 
acknowledge  them  that  they  are  the  seed  whom  the  Lord  has 
blessed."  But  we  still  think  that  God's  heart  is  large  enough 
to  comprehend  us  Gentiles  too  in  his  love.  We  know  that  we 
are  the  work  of  His  hand,  and  we  trust  that,  as  He  is  our 
Father,  he  requires,  and  is  pleased  to  see  even  in  Gentiles,  the 
feelings  of  children,  love  and  filial  fear.  And  we  found  this 
our  faith  on  your  Scriptures  as  well  as  ours.  The  Word  of  God 
tells  us  that,  long  before  there  were  any  Rabbies  in  the  world, 
He  had  a  gracious  and  tender  care  for  all  mankind.  He  pro 
mised  to  our  first  parents  a  Saviour  who  should  "  bruise  the 
serpent's  head."  He  saved  Noah  and  his  family,  not  one  of 
whom  was  a  Rabbi,  from  the  deluge  ;  and  when  they  came  forth 
from  the  ark,  He  made  a  gracious  covenant  not  with  one  nation 
only,  but  "  with  all  flesh,"  and  hung  up  on  high  a  lovely  and 
glittering  arch,  from  one  end  of  the  heavens  to  the  other,  that 
all  the  habitants  of  earth  might  have  a  token  of  their  Father's 
]o~ve.  and  learn  to  look  up  to  Him  with  humble  confidence. 
When  he  chose  Abraham  and  his  seed,  it  was  not  an  act  of 
partiality,  but  that  in  his  seed  all  the  families  of  the  earth 
might  be  blessed.  He  did  not  leave  himself  without  witness  to 
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the  nations.  He  manifested  himself  to  Job,  and  taught  him 
"  that  his  Redeemer  liveth,"  and  moved  even  the  prophets  of 
Israel  to  predict  again  and  again  the  happy  times  when,  "  from 
the  rising  of  the  sun  to  the  going  down  of  "the  same,  His  name 
should  be  great  among  the  Gentiles,  and  in  every  place  incense 
should  be  offered  to  his  name,  and  a  pure  offering;  for  my 
name  shall  be  great  among  the  heathen,  saith  the  Lord  of  hosts." 
(Mai.  i.  11.)  Having  this  word,  we  reject  the  oral  law  which 
contradicts  it,  and  would  make  God  the  God  of  the  Rabbinists 
only:  and  we  believe  in  the  New  Testament,  which  exactly 
agrees  with  your  written  law,  and  asks,  "  Is  he  the  God  of  the 
Jews  only  ?  Is  he  not  also  of  the  Gentiles  ?  "  —  and  answers, 
"Yes,  of  the  Gentiles  also"  (Rom.  iii.  29)  —  and  which  also 
declares  that,  in  the  sight  of  God,  "There  is  no  difference 
between  the  Jew  and  the  Greek;  for  the  same  Lord  over  all  is 
rich  unto  all  that  call  upon  him,  for  whosoever  shall  call  upon 
the  name  of  the  Lord  shall  be  saved."  (Rom.  x.  12,  13.) 

In  the  fixing  of  the  commandments,  then,  for  the  sons  of 
Noah,  we  have  detected  an  intolerant  and  uncharitable  spirit 
very  different  from  that  of  the  Old  and  New  Testament.  But 
we  'have  further  to  inquire,  what  was  the  extent  of  toleration 
conceded  to  them?  AVre  do  not  stop  to  prove  that  they  were 
not  allowed  to  possess  land,  nor  to  be  judges,  nor  members  of 
the  Sanhedrin,  nor  to  hold  any  office,  nor  to  intermarry  with  the 
Jews.  From  all  that,  they  were  excluded  by  the  law  of  God 
himself.  They  were  allowed  to  sojourn  in  the  land,  and  hence 
their  name  "  sojourning  proselytes."  Further,  "  They  were  to 
be  treated  with  the  same  courtesy  and  benevolence  as  the 
Israelites."  (See  No.  4,  p.  26.)  But  further  than  this  the 
toleration  did  not  extend.  The  oral  law,  though  it  commands 
"  courtesy  and  benevolence,"  does  not  administer  even-handed 
justice  to  the  "pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world,"  as  may  be 
seen  from  the  following  specimens  :  — 

12  ns  is  inrn  ns  rman  rnntp  b 
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"  An  Israelite  who  unintentionally  kills  a  slave,  or  a 
sojourning  proselyte,  is  imprisoned  (in  one  of  the  cities  of 
refuge)." 

"  And  so  a  sojourning  proselyte  who  unintentionally  kills  a 
sojourning  proselyte,  or  a  slave,  is  imprisoned." 

"  A   sojourning  proselyte    who    unintentionally    kills    an 
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Israelite,  although  he  did  it  unintentionally,  is  to  be  put  to 
death."  (Hilchoth  Rotzeach,  c.  v.  3.)  The  written  law,  on  the 
contrary,  says,  "These  six  cities  shall  be  a  refuge,  both  for  the 
children  of  Israel  and  for  the  stranger,  and  for  the  sojourner 
among  them  :  that  any  one  that  killeth  any  person  unawares 
may  flee  thither.  "  (Numbers  xxxv.  15.)  Again,  the  oral  law 
says— 


nna  i^s  nann  -in  rnntz? 
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"  An  Israelite  who  kills  a  sojourning  proselyte,  is  not  put  to 
death  on  his  account  by  the  tribunal,  for  it  is  said,  «  But  if  a 
man  come  presumptuously  upon  his  neighbour.'  (Exodus  xxi. 
14.)"  The  law  of  God  says,  "  Whoso  sheddeth  man's  blood,  by 
man  shall  his  blood  be  shed  :  for  in  the  image  of  God  made  he 
man."  (Gen.  ix.  6.)  And  to  this  law  the  New  Testament 
commands  us  Christians  to  adhere,  rejecting  the  oral  traditions  ; 
and  in  consequence  the  laws  of  Christian  countries  make  no 
difference  between  the  murderer  of  a  Jew,  a  Christian,  Turk, 
Infidel,  or  Heretic.  Short  as  all  Christian  nations  confessedly 
come  of  the  pure  morality  of  the  New  Testament,  their  laws 
direct  the  administration  of  impartial  justice,  and  are  a  terror  to 
all  evil  doers  of  every  creed  and  sect.  The  liberality  of  the 
Talmud  then,  in  allowing  a  share  of  salvation  to  the  pious  of 
the  world  is  not  so  very  great,  nor  its  toleration  of  a  very 
comprehensive  character.  It  not  only  withholds  justice  from  the 
pious  of  the  world,  but  gives  as  the  reason,  because  they  are  not 
considered  as  neighbours.  Want  of  room  prevents  "us  from 
pursuing  this  subject  further  at  present.  We  therefore  ask,  Is 
this  law  from  God  ?  Can  God,  in  an  oral  law,  directlv  con 
tradict  his  written  law  ?  Can  you  point  out  anything  similar 
in  the  New  Testament  ?  Is  this  law  just  or  unjust  ?  You  will 
grant  that  it  is  unjust  and  erroneous.  Then  your  fathers  have 
been  mistaken  about  one  of  the  first  principles  of  the  ad 
ministration  of  justice,  for  many  centuries.  And  your  brethren 
who  adhere  to  this  system  as  Divine,  as  on  the  Barbary  coast, 
for  instance,  a-re  still  mistaken.  Why  do  you  not  protest  aloud 
against  such  error?  Why  not  endeavour  to  convince  your 
brethren  that  they  are  wrong  ?  In  England  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  you.  'There  is  full  liberty,  free  toleration.  You 
may  lift  up  your  voice  like  a  trumpet  against  the  errors  of  the 
Talmud.  You  may  expunge  all  acknowledgment  of  its  au 
thority  from  your  prayers  —  you  may  return  to  Moses  and  the 
prophets,  and  no  man  will  say  nay. 


No.  IX. 

CHRISTIANS   CANNOT  BE   RECKONED   AMONGST   THE   "PIOUS   OF 
THE   NATIONS   OF   THE   WORLD." 

WE  said,  in  our  last  number,  that  "  the  pious  of  the  nations 
of  the  world  "  are,  according  to  the  oral  law,  those  who  have 
received  the  seven  commandments  of  the  sons  of  Noah.  We 
said  that  of  the  laws  laid  down  for  their  own  conduct,  some,  as 
for  instance  that  respecting  divorces,  are  such  as  would  in 
troduce  confusion  and  misery  into  Gentile  society  —  and  that 
others,  referring  to  the  administration  of  justice  by  Rabbinical 
tribunals,  are  extremely  unjust.  But  the  advocates  of  the  oral 
law  think,  nevertheless,  that  it  is  very  tolerant,  more  tolerant 
than  the  New  Testament,  because  it  says  that  "  the  pious  of 
the  nations  of  the  world  have  a  share  in  the  world  to  come." 
Now  we  cannot  help  feeling  a  curiosity  to  know  how  great  or 
how  small  that  share  will  be.  And  this  our  curiosity  is  excited 
by  the  following  information,  which  the  oral  law  commands  to 
be  communicated  to  a  Gentile  who  wishes  to  turn  Jew  :  — 


"73 

inis  •J^'HIEI    »  niisa     tp  7-12127   inis 
7^271  .  snn  nbi3?n  ^nb  mr  ibs 
ib  D^IEISI  :  7invi  rr27i3727  nE3nn  b^3  sbs 
nni  a^-fsb  sbs'  715^  irs  snn  nbi37n27  37Ti'» 
mn  nbi373  1371*3  bsi27^  nsin27 
nmi:  nn  bnpb  7^1^  7^st27  nnb 


sin  7113  27nprr 
7m  7^3  maisn  b3  sbs 


"  As  they  are  to  make  known  to  him  the  punishments  attached 
to  the  commandments,  so  they  are  also  to  inform  him  of  the  re 
wards  for  keeping  them.  They  should  inform  him,  that,  by  the 
doing  of  these  commandments,  he  will  be  worthy  of  everlasting 
life  ;  and  that  there  is  no  perfectly  righteous  man,  except  that 
possessor  of  wisdom  who  does  and  knows  them.  And  they  are  to 
say  to  him,  Be  assured  that  the  world  to  come  is  laid  up  for  none 
but  the  righteous,  and  they  are  Israel  ;  and  as  to  this  that  thou 
seest  Israel  in  trouble  in  this  world,  their  good  things  are  laid 
up  for  them,  ./or  they  cannot  receive  an  abundance  of  yood  things 
in  this  world,  like  the  nations.  Their  heart  might,  perchance, 
be  lifted  up,  and  they  might  go  astray,  and  lose  the  reward  of 
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the  world  to  come,  as  it  is  said,  'Jeshurun  waxed  fat  and 
kicked.'  The  Holy  One,  blessed  be  he,  brings  upon  them  the 
abundance  of  afflictions  for  no  other  reason  than  this,  that  they 
may  not  be  lost.  All  the  nations  shall  be  utterly  destroyed,  but 
they  shall  abide."  (Hilchoth  Issure  Biah.,  c.  xiv.  3 — o.)  To 
us  this  sounds  very  much  like  a  flat  contradiction  to  the  above 
declaration,  that  "  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  have  a 
share  in  the  world  to  come."  Here,  on  the  contrary,  it  is  stated 
that  the  blessings  of  that  state  are  reserved  "  for  none  but  the 
righteous,  and  they  are  Israel ; "  and  again,  "  All  the  nations 
shall  be  utterly  destroyed."  And  it  is  even  implied  that  the 
nations  get  their  good  things  in  this  world,  and  do  not  suffer 
affliction,  as  they  are  not  to  have  that  blessedness,  which 
is  reserved  for  the  righteous.  How,  then,  are  we  to  reconcile 
these  two  sayings?  There  are  only  two  ways  which  occur 
to  us,  either  by  saying  that  this  is  not  strictly  true,  but  only 
a  fair  speech  in  order  to  catch  proselytes  ;  or,  if  it  be  strictly 
true,  that  then  "  the  pious  of  the  world  "  are  to  have  a  much 
smaller  share  in  the  blessedness  to  come.  In  any  case  the 
spirit  is  far  from  charitable  or  tolerant.  It  represents  God 
as  an  accepter  of  persons,  saving  Israelites  simply  because  they 
are  Israelites,  and  destroying  the  other  nations  because  they 
are  not  Israelites.  The  New  Testament  representation  is  very 
different,  and  far  more  worthy  of  "  the  Judge  of  all  the  earth." 
It  does  indeed  say,  "  He  that  believeth  shall  be  saved,  and  he 
that  believeth  not  shall  be  damned."  But  in  this  very  declara 
tion,  we  have  an  impartial  rule  applied  to  all  mankind.  "  He 
that  believeth,"  of  whatsoever  nation,  kindred,  or  tongue — Jew 
or  Gentile,  white  or  black — "  shall  be  saved."  "  He  that  be 
lieveth  not,"  whether  he  be  called  a  Jew  or  a  Christian, 
whether  he  be  a  son  of  Japhet,  of  Shem,  or  of  Ham,  "  shall  be 
damned."  The  New  Testament  asserts  no  monopoly  of  salva 
tion  for  one  favoured  family.  It  excludes  none  because  he  had 
not  the  happiness  to  be  descended  from  a  privileged  stock.  It 
lays  down  a  general  and  impartial  rule  to  be  applied  to  all  the 
children  of  men.  The  oral  law  says, 

:  snn  nbisb  pbn  cnb  w  bs-mr  bo 

"  All  Israel  has  a  share  in  the  world  to  come."  The  New 
Testament  says,  "Not  every  one  that  saith  unto  me,  Lord, 
Lord,  shall  enter  the  kingdom  of  heaven,  but  he  that  docth  the 
will  of  my  Father  which  is  in  heaven."  (Matt.  vii.  21.)  The 
oral  law  says,  "  The  world  to  come  is  laid  up  for  none  but  the 
righteous,  and  they  are  Israel."  The  New  Testament  says, 
"  God  is  no  respecter  of  persons  ;  but  in  every  nation  he  that 
feareth  him,  and  worketh  righteousness,  is  accepted  with  him." 
(Acts  x.  34,  35.)  Now  then  we  appeal  to  the  good  sense  of 
every  Jew,  even  of  the  Talmudists  to  tell  us  which  of  these  two- 
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statements  is  must  just,  impartial,  and  worthy  of  the  Just 
Judge  9 

But  the  reasoning  employed  in  the  above  extract  from  the 
oral-  law,  is  as  false  as  the  principles  which  it  is  intended  to 
support,  when  it  says,  "  As  to  this  that  thou  seest  Israel  in 
trouble  in  this  world,  their  good  things  are  laid  up  for  them, 
for  they  cannot  receive  an  abundance  of  good  things  in  this 
world  like  the  nations,"  it  directly  contradicts  the  law  of  Moses, 
whi'ch  everywhere  promises  an  abundance  of  temporal  blessings 
to  Israel,  if  obedient.  "  It  shall  come  to  pass,  if  thou  shalt 
hearken  diligently  unto  the  voice  of  the  Lord  thy  God,  to 
observe  and  to  do  all  the  commandments  which  I  command 
thee  this  day,  that  the  Lord  thy  God  will  set  thee  on  hiyh  above 
all  nations  of  the  earth,  and  all  these  blessings  shall  come  upon 
thee,  and  overtake  thee,  if  thou  shalt  hearken  unto  the  voice  of 
the  Lord  thy  God.  Blessed  shalt  thou  be  in  the  city,  and 
blessed  shalt  thou  be  in  the  field.  Blessed  shall  be  the  fruit  of 
thy  body,  and  the  fruit  of  thy  ground,  and  the  fruit  of  thy 
cattle,  the  increase  of  thy  kine,  and  the  flocks  of  thy  sheep.  .  . 
....  The  Lord  shall  cause  thine  enemies  that  rise  up  against 
thee  to  be  smitten  before  thy  face  ;  they  shall  come  out  against 
thee  one  way,  and  flee  before  thee  seven  ways.  The  Lord  shall 
command  the  blessing  upon  thee  in  thy  store-houses,  and  in  all 
that  thou  settest  thine  hand  unto  ;  and  he  shall  bless  thee  in 
the  land  which  the  Lord  thy  God  giveth  thee."  (Deut. 
xxviii.  1 — 8,  &c.)  Here,  then,  is  temporal  blessing  in  abun 
dance,  promised  to  obedience ;  and  the  afflictions  which  have 
come  upon  Israel  are  not  because  of  their  piety,  but  because  of 
their  disobedience.  In  this  case,  then,  the  oral  law  speaks  utter 
falsehood.  God  has  not  two  ways  of  dealing  with  nations,  but 
one  way.  He  gives  every  nation  a  fair  trial,  and  if  they  refuse 
to  hearken  to  his  voice,  he  pours  out  upon  them  his  wrath. 
The  rise,  and  growth,  and  trial,  of  a  nation  is  slower,  and 
requires  more  time  than  the  growth  and  trial  of  individual  men. 
The  life  of  a  nation  is,  so  to  speak,  longer  than  the  life  of  a 
man.  Centuries  are  required  as  the  time  of  a  nation's  trial, 
but  all  history,  sacred  and  profane,  testifies  the  truth  of  the 
general  rule  given  in  the  Old  Testament,  "  Righteousness 
exalteth  a  nation,  but  sin  is  a  reproach  to  any  people."  The 
only  difference  which  God  makes  between  Israel  and  the  other 
nations,  is  with  regard  to  their  national  existence  in  this  world. 
He  has  crumbled  the  mighty  empires  of  Assyria,  Babylon, 
Greece,  and  Home  into  dust,  but  he  still  preserves  the  in 
dependent  existence  of  the  family  of  Abraham,  according  to  his 
covenant ;  and  when,  as  a  nation,  they  repent  and  return  to 
him,  He  will  remove  the  rod  of  his  anger,  and  give  them  the 
temporal  prosperity  which  He  has  promised  by  the  mouth 
of  Moses  his  servant.  But  this  promise  of  temporal  blessing 
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will  not  justify  any  impenitent  Jew  at  the  tribunal  of  God's 
judgment.  The  hopes  held  out  by  the  oral  law  are  utterly  fal 
lacious,  and  dishonouring  to  God,  inasmuch  as  he  is  repre 
sented  as  unduly  favouring  one  nation,  and  unjustly  condemn 
ing  all  others. 

An  advocate  of  the  oral  law  may,  however,  find  out  some 
other  way  of  evading  the  evident  intolerance  of  the  above 
statement,  and  still  insist  upon  it,  that  as  the  Talmud  says, 
"  The  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  have  a  share  in  the 
world  to  come,"  it  is  a  very  tolerant  book.  We  therefore 
proceed  to  inquire  what  pains  the  Itabbies  have  taken  to  add 
to  the  number  of  those  who  are  to  be  saved.  They  believe,  as 
we  are  told,  that  every  one,  who  receives  and  observes  the 
seven  commandments  of  the  sons  of  Noah,  will  be  saved  ;  they 
believe  that  all  others  must  be  lost  ;  have  they  then  taken  any 
pains  to  make  known  this  important  information  to  the  world  ? 
Or,  if  that  was  not  to  be  expected  during  the  captivity,  did 
they  during  the  days  of  their  power  and  dominion  ?  Or,  at 
least,  did  they  offer  e~very  facility  to  those  Gentiles  who  might 
come  to  renounce  idolatry,  to  receive  the  necessary  instruction  ? 
Did  they  command  all  their  disciples  to  be  ready  day  and 
night  to  open  their  doors  at  the  knock  of  the  penitent  idolater, 
and  by  receiving  rescue  him  from  everlasting  destruction? 
Not  one  of  all  these  things.  They  commanded  that,  when 
there  was  no  jubilee,  such  converts  should  be  refused,  and 
that  if  they  did  not  choose  to  be  circumcised  and  observe  the 
whole  Mosaic  law,  they  should  be  left  to  perish. 
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"  What  is  meant  by  a  sojoui-ning  proselyte  ?  Such  an  one  is 
a  Gentile,  who  has  taken  upon  himself  not  to  commit  idolatry, 
together  with  the  remaining  commandments  given  to  the  sons 
of  Noah,  but  is  not  circumcised  nor  baptized.  Such  an  one  is 
received,  and  is  of  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world.  And 
why  is  he  called  a  sojourner  ?  Because  it  is  lawful  for  us  to 
let  him  dwell  amongst  us  in  the  land  of  Israel,  as  we  have  ex 
plained  in  the  laws  concerning  idolatry.  But  a  sojourning 
Proselyte  is  not  received  WHEN  THE  JUBILEE  CANNOT  BE 
OBSERVED."  (Hilchoth  Issure  Biah.,  c.  xiv.  7,  8.)  At  all  other 
times  the  unfortunate  heathen  might  perish,  if  they  did  not 
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cnoose  to  become  Jews  altogether.  Now  what  will  be  thought 
of  the  charity  of  this  law  if  we  add,  that  there  has  been  no 
jubilee,  and  consequently  no  pious  amongst  the  nations  for  two 
thousand  seven  hundred  years  and  more  ?  Yet  this  is  what 
the  oral  law  tells  us. 
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"  Since  the  time  that  the  tribe  of  Reuben,  and  the  tribe  of  Gad 
and  the  half-  tribe  of  Manasseh  were  led  away  captive,  the 
jubilees  have  ceased,  for  it  is  said,  '  And  ye  shall  proclaim 
liberty  throughout  the  land  unto  all  the  inhabitants  thereof  ' 
(Lev.  xxv.  10)  ;  that  means,  when  all  its  inhabitants  are  upon 
it,  and,  moreover,  when  the  tribes  are  not  mixed  one  with  an 
other,  but  all  dwelling  according  as  they  were  appointed." 
(Hilchoth  Shemitah,  c.  x.  8.)  We  have  the  account  of  this 
captivity  in  the  following  words,  "In  those  days  the  Lord  began 
to  cut  Israel  short  :  and  Hazael  smote  them  in  all  the  coasts  of 
Israel  :  from  Jordan  eastward,  all  the  land  of  Gilead,  the  Gadites, 
and  the  Reubenites,  and  the  Manassites."  (2  Kings  x.  32,  33.) 
That  was,  according  to  the  common  chronology  about  884  years 
before  the  Christian  era.  If  to  this  we  add  1836,  we  have  2720 
years  since  the  time  that  there  could  be  a  jubilee,  and  con 
sequently  2720  years  since  any  Gentiles  were  converted  from 
the  errors  of  idolatry  to  the  religion  of  the  sons  of  Noah.  What 
is  it  then  but  solemn  mockery,  in  any  one  acquainted  with  the 
oral  law,  to  tell  us  that  the  Talmud  is  tolerant,  and  admits 
"  that  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  may  be  saved  ;  " 
when  according  to  that  same  book  seven-and-  twenty  centuries 
have  elapsed,  since  any  such  converts  were  received  ?  We 
believe  that  those  who  make  this  defence  are  unacquainted 
with  the  principles  of  the  system  which  they  undertake  to  de 
fend.  The  truth  is,  that  the  authors  of  the  oral  law,  finding 
that  they  could  not  altogether  deny  salvation  to  the  pious  of 
other  nations,  were  determined  not  to  add  to  their  number,  and 
therefore  limited  the  possibility  of  this  mode  of  conversion  to 
times  that  had  elapsed  long  before  they  were  born.  But  in 
their  own  times  they  would  not  receive  any  one  who  was  not 
willing  to  be  circumcised  and  to  receive  the  whole  law.  And 
hence  we  see  how  exactly  the  New  Testament  represents  the 
state  of  the  case,  when  Christianity  was  first  propagated 
amongst  the  Gentiles,  and  free  salvation  was  proclaimed  to  all 
who  believed,  without  becoming  Jewish  proselytes.  The 
Rabbinists  opposed  with  all  their  might.  "  And  certain  men 
which  came  down  from  Judea  taught  the  brethren  and  said, 
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Except  ye  be  circumcised  after  the  manner  of  Moses,  ye  cannot 
be  saved.  "  And  again,  "  There  rose  up  certain  of  the  sect  of 
the  Pharisees  which  believed,  saying  that  it  was  needful  to 
circumcise  them,  and  to  command  them  to  keep  the  law  of 
Moses."  (Acts  xv.  1 — 5.)  There  was  no  year  of  jubilee,  and 
therefore  renunciation  of  idolatry  was  not  sufficient  in  the  eyes 
of  these  traditionists,  who  believed  that  at  such  a  time  there 
was  no  salvation  except  for  those  who  observed  the  whole  law. 
But  how  is  it  now  ?  If  a  Gentile  should  desire  now  to  become 
one  of  the  pious  of  the  nations,  could  the  Jews  receive  him  ? 
According  to  the  above  general  principles,  certainly  not.  The 
tribes  are  still  scattered  and  mixed  up  together.  The  land  has 
not  got  "  all  its  inhabitants."  There  can  be  no  jubilee,  and 
therefore  those  that  wish  to  be  saved,  must,  according  to  the 
oral  law,  turn  Jews,  or  take  their  chance  of  living  to  a  year  of 
jubilee.  But  we  are  not  necessitated  to  argue  from  the  prin 
ciples.  The  thing  is  expressly  laid  down  in  the  oral  law.  After 
explaining,  as  we  have  quoted  above,  who  are  the  pious  of  the 
world,  and  that  when  the  jubilee  is  possible,  is  the  only  time 
for  receiving  them,  it  adds — 
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"  But  in  the  present  time,  though  a  man  should  be  willing 
to  take  upon  him  the  whole  law,  with  the  exception  of  only  one 
of  its  least  requirements,  he  is  not  to  be  received."  Now  then 
what  becomes  of  the  boasted  toleration  of  the  Talmud  ?  It  says, 
that  "  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  Avorld  may  be  saved."  13 ut 
it  says,  first,  that  such  converts  can  only  be  received  when  the 
jubilee  can  be  celebrated.  It  says,  secondly,  that  this  only- 
opportunity  has  not  occurred  for  the  last  2,700  years ;  and, 
lastly,  it  positively  forbids  the  Jews  in  the  present  time  to  give 
the  Gentiles  a  chance  of  salvation,  unless  they  are  willing  to 
receive  the  whole  law.  What  use  is  it  then  to  talk  of  the  pious 
of  the  world,  or  to  say  that  people  of  other  religions  may  be 
saved  ?  According  to  the  Talmud,  there  are  no  pious  of  the 
nations,  unless  perchance  there  may  be  some  descendants  of 
those  who  were  received  2,700  years  ago.  But  all  history  that 
we  have  ever  seen  is  silent  on  the  subject.  We  do  not  "know 
of  a  single  congregation  of  Noahites  in  the  whole  world.  The 
forefathers  of  the  Christians  were  not  received  during  the  usage 
of  jubilee.  They  were  idolaters  received  against  the  wishes  of 
the  Rabbinists.  The  Britons  and  the  Saxons  were  converted 
to  Christianity  long  after  the  final  dispersion  of  the  Jews,  that 
is,  at  a  time  when,  according  to  the  Talmud,  it  was  unlawful  to 
add  to  the  pious  amongst  the  nations.  Neither  were  they 
received  according  to  the  Talmudic  condition,  in  the  presence  of 
three  learned  Jews. 
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osn  rby  bnpb  -p-iin 


"  And  it  is  necessary  for  such  an  one  to  take  the  seven  com 
mandments  on  him  in  the  presence  of  three  learned  men, 
who  are  qualified  to  be  Rabbies."  (Hilchoth  Melachim, 
c.  viii.  10.)  According  to  the  oral  law,  then,  there  are  no 
such  persons  now  existing1  as  "  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the 
world."  It  is,  therefore,  idle  to  talk  of  the  liberality  with 
which  they  would  be  treated,  were  they  forthcoming.  Thus 
the  only  appearance  of  an  argument  in  favour  of  the  Talmud 
vanishes  into  thin  air,  and  mocks  our  grasp,  as  soon  as  we 
endeavour  to  lay  hold  of  it.  Those  who  caught  at  this 
phantom  of  cha'rity,  no  doubt  meant  it  sincerely.  They 
thought  that  the  oral  law  was  misrepresented.  They  were 
told  that  it  was  charitable,  and  they  therefore  nobly  came 
forward  in  its  defence.  If  they  had  known  its  true  principles, 
they  would  have  renounced  them.  Their  advocacy  went 
on  a  false  supposition.  But  now  that  we  have  set  forth 
the  true  bearings  of  the  case,  and  given  them  chapter  and 
verse  to  which  they  may  refer,  and  convince  themselves, 
we  call  upon  them  to  do  so  :  and  then,  as  they  hate  in 
tolerance,  to  join  with  us  in  protesting  against  it,  even  though 
it  should  be  found  in  that  system,  which  hitherto  they  have 
believed,  on  the  testimony  of  others,  to  be  Divine.  At  the 
same  time  we  would  seriously  ask  of  them  to  compare  this 
system,  which  has  been  for  more  than  1,700  years  the  religion 
of  the  majority  of  the  Jewish  nation,  with  the  system  laid 
down  in  the  New  Testament,  and  to  decide  which  is  most 
agreeable  to  the  character  of  God,  as  revealed  in  the  law 
and  the  prophets,  and  most  beneficial  to  the  world.  The 
oral  law  says,  that  God  has  commanded  the  heathen  to  be 
left  for  2,700  years  without  the  means  of  instruction,  and 
that  when  the  days  of  Israel's  prosperity  come,  the  nations 
are  to  be  converted  by  force  ;  but  that  even  then,  they  will 
not  be  raised  to  the  rank  of  brethren,  but  only  be  sojourning 
proselytes.  The  oral  law  looks  forward  to  no  reunion  of  all 
the  sons  of  Adam  into  one  happy  family.  The  New  Testa- 
merit  has,  on  the  contrary,  commanded  its  disciples  to  afford 
the  means  of  instruction  "  to  every  creature."  It  speaks  to 
us  Gentiles,  who  were  once  regarded  as  poor  outcasts,  in 
the  language  of  love,  and  says,  "  Now,  therefore,  ye  are  no 
more  strangers  and  foreigners,  but  fellow-citizens  with  the 
saints,  and  of  the  household  of  God."  (Ephes.  ii.  19.)  It 
takes  nothing  from  you.  It  asserts  your  privileges  as  the 
peculiar  people  of  God  ;  but  it  reveals  that  great,  and  to  us, 
most  comfortable  truth,  "  That  the  Gentiles  should  be  fellow- 
heirs,  and  of  the  same  body  ;  "  and  it  promises  a  happy  time, 
when  there  shall  be  one  fold  and  one  Shepherd.  It  does, 
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indeed,  tell  us  not  to  forget  what  we  once  were,  "  aliens  from 
the  commonwealth  of  Israel,  and  strangers  from  the 
covenant  of  promise,  having  no  hope,  and  without  God 
in  the  world."  (Eph.  ii.  12.)  It  reminds  us  that  the  olive- 
tree  is  Jewish,  and  that  you  are  the  natural  branches,  and 
warns  us  against  all  boasting.  (Rom.  xi.  16 — 24.)  And  we 
desire  to  remember  these  admonitions,  and  to  acknowledge 
with  thankfulness,  that  all  that  we  have  received,  is  derived 
from  the  Jewish  nation.  We  ask  you  not  to  compare  the 
oral  law  with  any  Gentile  speculations,  or  systems,  or  inven 
tions,  but  with  doctrines  essentially  and  entirely  Jewish. 
Christianity  has  effected  great  and  glorious  changes  in  the 
world,  but  we  take  not  the  glory  to  ourselves.  We  give  it 
to  God,  who  is  the  author  of  all  good,  and  under  Him,  to  the 
people  of  Israel.  We  ask  you.  then,  to  compare  these  two 
Jewish  systems,  Rabbinism,  which  has  done  no  good  to  the 
Gentiles,  and  perpetuated  much  error  amongst  the  Jews ;  and 
Christianity,  which  has  diffused  over  the  world  the  knowledge 
of  the  one  true  God — disseminated  the  writings  of  Moses  and 
the  prophets,  and  increased  the  happiness  of  a  large  portion  of 
mankind.  The  comparison  may  require  time,  and  ought  to 
be  conducted  with  calmness  and  seriousness.  But  we  think 
that,  even  without  instituting  that  comparison,  you  must 
acknowledge  that  the  principles  of  the  oral  law,  discussed 
in  this  paper,  are  contrary  to  the  law  of  Moses ;  and  that, 
therefore,  a  decided  and  solemn  protest  against  these  Rabbi 
nical  additions,  is  an  immediate  and  imperative  duty. 


No.  X. 
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THERE  are  various  marks  by  which  a  religion  of  man's 
making  may  be  detected.  It  is  usually  intolerant,  superstitious, 
and  voluminous.  It  limits  the  love  of  God  to  a  particular  class. 
It  exalts  ceremonial  observances  above  the  worship  of  the 
heart ;  and  so  multiplies  its  laws  and  definitions,  as  to  put  the 
knowledge  of  it  beyond  the  reach  of  any  but  the  learned. 
Any  one  of  these  marks  would  go  far  towards  shaking  the 
claims  of  a  religious  system.  For  instance,  if  it  lay  down  as 
religious  duties  so  many  and  such  subtle  laws,  as  it  is  impos 
sible  for  the  unlearned  to  attain  a  knowledge  of,  it  is  plainly 


RABBINIC   WASHING   OF   HANDS.  71 

the  invention  of  the  learned,  who  have  thought  only  of  them 
selves,  and  have  not  that  tender  regard  and  consideration  for 
the  ignorant,  which  the  Creator  has.  His  religion  must  be  for 
all,  the  poor  as  well  as  the  rich,  and  the  ignorant  as  well  as 
the  wise  of  this  world.  We  fear  that  the  oral  law  of  the 
Rabbies  will  not  stand  any  one  of  these  tests  :  it  is,  at  all 
events,  a  religion  for  the  learned,  and  the  learned  only.  There 
is  scarcely  one  of  its  commandments  that  is  not  so  encumbered 
with  distinctions  and  definitions,  as  to  make  the  right 
interpretation  of  it  the  sole  property  of  the  educated.  Take, 
for  example,  one  of  the  first  and  most  frequent  of  the  com 
mandments,  in  the  Rabbinist's  daily  practice,  a'H'1  JT7HM 
(the  washing  of  hands.)  The  command  appears  very  simple. 
It  says  — 

:  D^T>  nb^a  bs  -p-'n  VT  yrr^ 

"  Let  him  wash  his  hands,  and  pronounce  the  benediction  for 
the  washing  of  hands."  (Orach  Chaiim.,  §  4.)  But  out  of 
this  short  command  arise  endless  distinctions,  according  to 
which  the  act  performed  is  regarded  as  a  valid  or  invalid 
fulfilment  of  the  command. 


nntnb  T~>^  ^"^  brsian  br 
nb^tsab  ^bioo  vm  «bu?  JESB  D^BS 
n^  \nttf  b^b  rwm  jra  rrrra 
vma?  btaiani  .  ^bm  jra 


"  Every  one  who  washes  his  hands  must  attend  to  four  things. 
1st,  To  the  water,  that  it  be  not  unlawful  for  the  washing  of 
hands.  2d,  To  the  measure,  that  there  be  a  quartern  for  the 
two  hands.  3d,  To  the  vessel,  that  the  water,  wherewith  the 
washing  is  performed,  be  in  a  vessel.  4th,  To  the  washer, 
that  the  water  come  with  force  from  him  that  pours." 
(Hilchoth  Berachoth,  vi.  6.)  Each  of  these  four  limitations 
requires  new  explanations  and  definitions  of  its  own,  as  for 
example,  there  are  four  things  that  make  water  unlawful  for 
the  washing  of  hands  ;  one  of  these  is,  if  any  work  be  done 
with  it.  This  necessarily  requires  fresh  definitions  of  what  is 
and  is  not  work.  Then  come  the  directions  as  to  how  far  the 
washing  is  to  reach,  the  position  of  the  hands,  whether  they 
are  to  be  held  up  or  down,  the  drying  of  the  hands.  A 
perfect  and  accurate  knowledge  of  all  these  conditions  can  be 
attained  only  by  the  learned.  And  after  all  the  care  which 
these  things  require,  the  Israelite  may  after  all  fall  short  of 
Talmudic  requirement,  for  there  is  still  another  condition,  that 
involves  another  host  of  Rabbinic  definitions,  the  non- 
observance  of  which  will  invalidate  the  merit  of  his  washing. 
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"  Every  tiling  that  is  an  impediment  in  baptism  is  an  impedi 
ment  in  \vashing  of  hands."  (Hilchoth  Mikvaoth,  xi.  2.) 
This,  of  course,  leads  to  a  new  inquiry,  what  constitutes  an 
impediment. 


-rbm    *  •prb   Y^nw   ^ibsb   »  cnsn  pssnn    ibs 

nDttn  •an  bstp  tra^n  Dim  *  mnb 
is     sm    *  nan  br^   nsi!£   nbrn    * 


"  These  are  the  impediments  in  human  beings.  The  film  that 
is  outside  the  eye.  The  incrustation  outside  a  wound.  Dry 
blood  that  is  on  a  wound.  The  plaster  that  is  on  it.  Filth 
upon  the  flesh.  The  impurity  or  dirt  under  the  nails.  Dirt 
upon  the  body,  mud,  potter's  clay,  &c."  (Ibid.,  c.  ii.  1.) 
Every  one  of  these  can  give  rise  to  endless  questions  in 
casuistry,  which  are  evidently  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
unlearned,  and  must  draw  him,  if  he  be  a  conscientious  man,  to 
the  Kabbi  to  solicit  his  advice.  Thus,  one  of  the  very  first 
commandments  with  which  the  Jew  begins  the  day,  requires 
for  its  accurate  fulfilment  a  degree  of  knowledge  which  is  far 
beyond  the  attainment  of  the  multitude.  This  one  command 
ment  involves  scores  of  others.  Nay,  we  doubt  not  that  an 
accurate  Talmudist  might  make  613  constitutions  out  of  this 
one  alone  ;  and  we  appeal  to  the  conscience  of  the  great 
majority  of  Jews  in  London  to  decide  whether  they  possess  the 
knowledge  here  required,  and  consequently  whether  it  is 
possible  for  them  to  keep  this  one  commandment.  If  they 
transgress  any  one  of  these  Rabbinic  distinctions,  their  hands 
are  not  washed,  and  consequently  they  are  unfit  for  prayer. 
But  this  is  not  a  command  for  the  morning  only.  It  must  be 
repeated  through  the  day. 

T~)2   h-osiEn    vbr   rrmtttr'    ren   bmsrr    b^ 
ns  H^nu;  ^D  br  *)si   «  ^101  nbnn   D^T   nb^2 
7nb  3?TP  ID^WI  mrjbmba  VT»  v«t0  '•a  bi?  PI 
-m  bD  PT  .  V-P  sntt?  Vitt'tp  13?  bss^  sb 
:  nbnn  csi^  nVi^D  -pn^  npt&an 


•"  Every  one  who  eats  that  sort  of  bread,  for  which  the  benedic 
tion  is,  (  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord  our  God,  King  of  the 
universe  \  who  bringeth  forth  bread  from  the  earth,'  *  is  bound 
to  wash,  his  hands  at  the  beginning  and  end.  And  although 

*  Jewish  Prayer-book,  p.  152. 
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the  bread  be  common,  and  although  his  hands  have  not  been 
defiled,  and  he  is  not  aware  of  any  uncleanness  upon  them,  he 
is  not.  to  eat  until  he  wash  both  his  hands.  And  thus,  also, 
with  regard  to  anything  that  is  dipped  in  fluid,  the  washing  of 
hands  is  necessary  at  the  beginning."  (Hilchoth  Berachoth, 
vi.  1.)  Here,  again,  it  is  necessary  to  know  the  different  sorts 
of  bread,  and  the  compounds  that  may  be  made  with  the 
different  sorts  ef  flour,  and  the  various  forms  of  benediction, 
and  out  of  these  again  may  arise  as  many  doubts  and  questions 
as  out  of  the  former,  for  the  solution  of  which  learning, 
acuteness.  and  practice  are  required  ;  and  the  want  of  these 
may  lead  to  transgression,  and,  according  to  the  liabbies,  to 
most  fatal  consequences.  For  instance,  neglect  of  this  com 
mand  after  the  meal  ma  cause  blindness. 


nV&3  -p"^  in  nbana?  ns 
bE  is  rvETro  nbn  in  CP 
m  ^DE  .  SED""I  vrs?  b^  VT  -msn  JTETTD 


cn#  ^r.E   .  nbnra 


"  All  bread  that  has  salt  in  it  requires  washing  of  hands  after 
it  ;  lest  perhaps  it  might  be  the  salt  of  Sodom,  or  salt  of  the 
same  nature,  and  a  man  might  pass  his  hand  over  his  eyes  and 
become  blind.  On  this  account  all  are  bound  to  wash  their 
hands  at  the  end  of  every  meal,  because  of  the  salt.  But  in  a 
camp  they  are  exempt  from  washing  at  the  beginning,  because 
they  are  oppressed  with  the  fatigues  of  war,  and  are  bound  to 
wash  after  meal  on  account  of  the  danger."  (Ibid.,  3.)  Suppose, 
then,  that  a  poor  ignorant  man,  with  the  best  intention  in  the 
world,  set.  about  this  washing,  and  made  a  mistake  with  regard 
to  the  water,  or  the  vessel,  or  the  pouring,  or  the  position 
of  his  hands  ;  or  suppose  that  a  soldier,  in  the  hurry  of  a  camp, 
were  to  make  this  mistake,  or  omit  the  \vasliing  altogether,  and 
then  have  the  ill  luck  to  put  his  hands  to  his  eyes,  according  to 
the  oral  law,  blindness  would  be  the  consequence.  Any  neglect 
or  defect  in  the  morning  ablution  would  be  more  fatal  still. 


nsn  rrnip  ^QB  EWS  o  fmbr  rrrob  r 
13:  mD  m^si  nb*t33  clip  uPTn  b 

inssb   -p-is   p  bsn    «  E^ESS    i£btp   ? 
«  Bs3tsbi  «  Etainbi  .  n^b  nb^tsan  Eip 

:  crrb!?  n-nu?  n^-t  nna?  ^C 


"  A  man  must  be  very  careful  in  pouring  water  on  his  hands 
three  times    for  an   evil  spirit  rests  iipon  the  hands  before 

I 
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washing,  and  does  not  depart  until  water  be  poured  on  them 
three  times.  Therefore  it  is  necessary,  before  washing,  to 
abstain  from  touching  the  hand  to  the  mouth,  and  the  nose,  and 
the  ears,  and  the  eyes,  because  an  evil  spirit  rests  upon  them." 
(Orach  Chaiim.,  §  4.) 

Now,  is  this  the  religion  of  the  God  of  love,  and  mercy,  and 
justice  ?  Is  it  at  all  like  Him  to  give  laws  so  subtle  and 
multifarious  in  their  distinctions,  that  it  is  next  to  impossible 
for  the  unlearned  man  to  obey  them  aright,  and  then  to  attach 
to  this  non-observance  such  calamitous  consequences  ?  If  it  be 
replied  that  the  punishment  is  visited  only  on  those  who 
transgress  wilfully,  then  there  are  thousands  of  Jews,  perhaps 
in  this  very  city,  who  live  in  the  habitual  and  wilful  omission 
of  this  precept,  and  who  have  the  use  of  their  eyes,  just  as  well 
as  the  strictest  Rabbinist.  This  fact,  which  no  one  will  dispute, 
proves  beyond  doubt,  that  the  oral  law  has  spoken  falsehood, 
and  therefore  throws  utter  discredit  upon  its  testimony  respect 
ing  the  tradition  of  the  commandment  itself.  It  is  confessedly 
not  a  commandment  from  God,  but  from  the  scribes. 

jnVotai  D^T  nVtMts  inton 


"  We  have  explained  long  ago,  that  the  washing  and  bathing  of 
the  hands  are  derived  from  the  words  of  the  scribes."  (Hilchoth 
Mikvaoth,  xi.  1.)  That  they  had  no  Divine  authority  for  the 
command  is  evident  from  the  subtilty  and  superstition  of  its 
ordinances  ;  for  we  presume  that  few  will  question  the  supersti 
tion  of  the  threat  of  blindness  to  the  disobedient,  or  of  the  fable 
of  the  evil  spirit  resting  upon  the  hands.  One  such  command, 
then,  will  go  far  to  discredit  the  whole  story  of  an  oral  law, 
and  to  invalidate  the  character  of  its  witnesses.  They  were 
evidently  superstitious  men,  no  way  elevated  above  the  vulgar 
prejudices  of  the  times,  not  at  all  scrupulous  in  adding  to  the 
law  of  God,  and  evidently  aiming  at  a  complete  domination 
over  the  consciences  of  their  followers.  It  is  hardly  possible  to 
believe  that  they  were  not  aware  of  the  necessary  result  of  the 
system,  the  complete  subjugation  of  the  consciences  of  the 
multitude.  The  mass  of  mankind  has  no  leisure  for  the  study 
of  juristic  distinctions,  they  must,  therefore,  if  they  believe  sucn 
to  be  Divine,  cast  themselves  upon  the  mercy  of  the  learned, 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  those  who  have  the  keys  of 
salvation,  will  also  possess  no  small  degree  of  influence  and 
power  in  this  world.  But,  whatever  was  the  motive,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  about  the  severity  with  which  the  Rabbies  en 
forced  this  command.  They  exacted  even  from  the  poor  un 
fortunate,  whom  circumstances  left  only  enough  water  to  slake 
his  thirst,  that  he  should  sacrifice  a  part  of  it  to  this  Rabbinical 
purification. 
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ib  ^« 

nman  bins  DTMI 

"  Though  he  should  only  have  enough  water  to  drink,  he  is  to 
wash  his  hands  with  a  part  of  it,  and  then  to  eat,  and  to  drink 
the  remainder."  (Hilchoth  Berachoth,  vi.  19.)  And  not  con 
tent  with  this  harsh  requirement,  they  sentence  the  despiser  of 
their  commands  to  excommunication. 

nb^taan  nnrb 


"  It  is  necessary  to  be  very  careful  in  washing  of  hands,  for 
every  one  who  despises  the  washing  of  hands  is  guilty  of  ex 
communication."  (Orach  Chaiim.,  §  158.)  And  this  same  book 
confirms  this  decision  by  a  case  which  actually  occurred  of  a 
man  thus  excommunicated,  and  who  dying  in  his  excom 
munication  had  the  usual  indignities  offered  to  his  corpse. 


pspsti?  -isn  p  TOw  n«  m  ^  ns 
nb"na  p«  imam  in  rra 
rra  vnan  ren   manan 


"  Whom  did  they  excommunicate  ?  Eleazar  ben  Chatzar,  who 
despised  the  washing  of  hands  ;  and  when  he  was  dead,  the  tri 
bunal  sent,  and  had  a  great  stone  laid  on  his  coffin,  to  teach  thee 
that  of  every  one  who  is  excommunicated  and  dies  in  his  ex 
communication,  the  coffin  is  stoned  by  the  tribunal."  (Talmud, 
Berachoth,  fol.  19,  col.  1.)  When  they  had  the  power  they 
employed  it  to  the  full,  and  now  that  they  have  it  not,  the  oral 
law  still  threatens  poverty  and  extirpation  to  every  transgressor 


nvas  ^-ob  sn  D^T  nVt^n  btbtnn 
btbtnn  b 


"  Every  one  who  despises  washing  of  hands  sinks  into  poverty. 
R.  Zerika  says,  in  the  name  of  li.  Eliezer,  Every  one  that 
despises  the  washing  of  hands  is  rooted  out  of  the  world." 
(Orach  Chaiim.,  ibid.)  Such  is  the  toleration  of  the  oral  law 
towards  Jews,  accused  of  no  breach  of  God's  commandment, 
convicted  of  no  denial  of  God's  Word,  guilty  of  no  crime.  And 
yet  these  same  men,  who  are  strict  even  to  persecution  about 
one  of  their  own  institutions,  allow  that  which  they  consider 
the  Word  of  God  to  be  transgressed  with  impunity,  if  it  be  ex 
pedient.  They  assert  their  belief,  that  the  law  of  Moses  forbids 
the  Jews  to  have  clothing,  like  that  of  the  Gentiles,  to  shave  or 
to  wear  their  hair  like  the  other  nations,  and  yet  they  say  the 
E2 
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transgression  of  this  Divine  command  is   lawful  under  the 
following  circumstances  :  — 

rb   -pT_n   rrnbrib   mnp   rpna? 
crib  n»-p  sba?  ^b  ^sm  ib.  mm 
nbnbi     rwobns   annbb 


"  An  Israelite  who  is  near  to  Royalty,  and  is  obliged  to  sit 
before  Gentile  kings,  and  for  whom  it  would  be  disgraceful  not 
to  be  like  them,  is  allowed  to  dress  and  to  shave  as  they  do." 
(Hilchoth  Accuin.,  xi.  3.)  But  it  is  not  to  be  wondered  at,  that 
those  should  lightly  esteem  the  Word  of  God,  who  are  capable 
of  confounding  the  guilt  of  transgressing  a  mere  human  ceremony 
with  the  guilt  of  transgressing  a  Divine  command.  The  Talmud 
makes  the  sin  of  neglecting  this  command  as  great  as  that  of 
gross  immorality. 

b^:  «bn   cnb   bmsn   bs 


f  '  Every  one  who  eats  bread  without  washing  of  hands,  is  as 
guilty  as  if  he  had  committed  fornication."  (Sotah,  fol.  iv., 
col.  2.) 

The  sum  of  all  that  has  been  said  is,  that  the  scribes  and 
Pharisees  added  a  commandment  not  given  by  Moses,  that  they 
so  refined  upon  the  conditions  of  its  fulfilment  as  to  make  it 
almost  impossible  for  the  unlearned  not  to  transgress  it,  and  yet 
denounced  such  heavy  penalties  upon  the  transgressor  as  to 
make  it  an  intolerable  burden  to  the  conscientious  ;  that  when 
they  had  the  power,  they  persecuted  all  that  refused  obedience, 
and  did  not  scruple  to  pronounce  the  guilt  of  transgression  as 
great  as  that  of  breaking  one  of  the  moral  commandments. 
They  have  presented  as  the  religion  of  Moses  a  system  which 
is  voluminous,  superstitious,  and  intolerant;  difficult  to  the 
comprehension  of  the  unlearned,  terrific  to  their  consciences, 
and  cruel  to  their  persons.  But  when  the  poor  were  ground 
down  and  oppressed  under  this  weight  of  superstition  and 
tyranny,  God  sent  them  a  deliverer  in  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  who 
asserted  the  revealed  truth  of  God,  and  protested  against  this 
mental  bondage.  "  Then  came  together  unto  him  the  Pharisees, 
and  certain  of  the  scribes  which  came  from  Jerusalem.  And 
when  they  saw  some  of  his  disciples  eat  bread  with  defiled 
(that  is  to  say,  with  unwashen)  hands  they  found  fault.  .  .  . 
He  answered  and  said  unto  them,  Well  hath  Esaias  prophesied 
of  you  hypocrites,  as  it  is  written,  This  people  honoureth  me 
with  their  lips,  but  their  heart  is  far  from  me.  Howbeit  in 
rain  do  they  worship  me,  teaching  for  doctrines  the  command- 
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ments  of  men  .....  And  when  he  had  called  all  the  people 
unto  him,  he  said  unto  them,  Hearken  unto  me  every  one  of 
you  and  understand  :  there  is  nothing  from  without  a  man  that, 
entering  into  him,  can  defile  him  :  but  the  things  which  come 
out  of  him,  those  are  they  that  defile  him  .....  For  from 
within,  out  of  the  heart  of  men,  proceed  evil  thoughts,  adulteries, 
fornications,  murders,  thefts,  covetousness,  wickedness,  deceit, 
lasciviousness,  an  evil  eye,  blasphemy,  pride,  foolishness  :  all 
these  things  come  from  within,  and  defile  the  man."  (Mark 
vii.  1  —  23.)  Here  the  Lord  Jesus  asserts  what  is  alike  the 
truth  of  God,  and  agreeable  to  the  dictates  of  sound  sense.  So 
Samuel  said  in  the  Old  Testament. 


mm  D^^     ns-p  D"rsn 

"  Man  looketh  on  the  outward  appearance,  but  God  looketh  on 
the  heart."  (1  Sam.  xvi.  7.)  But  the  scribes  and  Pharisees 
treated  the  Lord  Jesus  in  the  spirit  of  the  laws  which  we  have 
adduced  above.  They  persecuted  him  unto  death,  and  to  the 
death  He  willingly  went  a  martyr  for  the  truth,  and  a  sacrifice 
for  the  sin  of  the  world.  The  authors  of  the  oral  law  had  but  a 
short  triumph.  He  rose  from  the  dead,  and  his  doctrine  spread 
through  the  world,  and  everywhere  announced  freedom  from 
the  bondage  of  superstition  as  well  as  a  hope  of  everlasting  life. 
And  the  Jewish  nation  is  at  this  hour  enjoying  the  fruits 
of  His  death  and  doctrine  in  their  liberty  from  Rabbinic 
domination.  Many  of  you  now  hold  some  of  those  principles, 
the  assertion  of  which  was  the  cause  of  His  death.  You  believe 
that  moral  duties  are  far  beyond  ceremonial  observances.  You 
believe,  many  of  you,  that  to  eat  with  unwashcn  hands  is  no 
sin,  and  have  given  up  the  practice.  You  transgress  this 
commandment  of  the  scribes,  and  yet  you  are  not  excom 
municated  nor  persecuted.  For  all  this  you  are  indebted  to 
Jesus  of  Nazareth.  If  the  oral  law  had  triumphed,  and  the 
doctrine  of  Jesus  been  silenced,  you  would  still  be  living  the 
victims  of  superstition  or  persecution.  You  would  have  been 
afraid  of  being  struck  with  blindness,  or  haunted  with  an  evil 
spirit,  or  even  of  being  rooted  out  of  the  world.  If  a  ray  of 
Divine  light  had  visited  your  understanding,  and  you  'had 
protested  against  these  traditions,  you  would  have  had  to  feel 
the  weight  of  Rabbinical  persecution,  like  Jesus  of  Nazareth. 
You  would  have  been  excommunicated  like  Eleazar,  and  if  God 
had  given  you  strength  to  remain  faithful,  would  have  died 
excommunicated,  and  have  had  a  stone  upon  your  coffin.  How 
is  it  that  now  you  are  free,  that  you  can  think  and  act  without 
any  such  fear  ?  Is  it  because  the  Talmud  has  altered  ?  No,  it  is 
just  what  it  was.  The  conscientious  believers  in  the  Talmud 
arc  just  the  same  as  their  fathers,  and  as  conscientious  men,  if 
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they  had  the  power,  they  would  think  it  their  bounden  duty  to 
treat  you,  as  their  predecessors  treated  Eleazar.  But  the 
doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  delivers  you  ;  and  the  followers 
of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  are  your  protectors  against  the  rigour  of 
the  oral  law,  and  the  intolerance  of  your  brethren.  Should  not 
this  fact,  then,  lead  you  to  examine  into  the  claims  of  that  same 
Nazarene  ?  How  is  it  that  if  the  principles  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
should  ever  become  universal,  the  world  will  be  universally 
happy  ;  whereas  if  the  principles  of  those  who  rejected  him 
become  universal,  the  whole  world  will  groan  under  superstition 
and  cruelty  ?  What  stronger  testimony  can  there  be  to  the 
justice  of  his  claims,  and  the  injustice  of  his  condemnation  ? 
Examine,  then,  into  the  other  evidence,  and  in  the  meanwhile 
protest  against  the  principles  of  the  Talmud,  and  endeavour  to 
deliver  your  brethren.  There  are  multitudes  of  Jews  who  still 
groan  under  the  superstitious  laws  respecting  the  washing  of 
hands.  In  the  book  of  daily  prayer  published  here  in  London, 
the  ordinance  of  washing  of  hands  is  acknowledged  as  Divine. 
On  the  151st  leaf,  col.  2,  you  will  find  the  following  bless 
ing  :— 


-ircs  niOT  i^i  irnN  rr  nnw  -p-n 
nb^taa  bs  inin 


"  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord  our  God  !  King  of  the  universe  !  who 
hath  sanctified  us  with  his  commandments,  and  commanded  us 
to  cleanse  our  hands."  Now  this  is  a  positive  untruth  ;  God 
has  not  given  the  commandment  respecting  the  washing  of 
hands.  And  yet  here  your  prayer-book  solemnly  tells  him 
that  he  has.  And  this  prayer-book  has  also  put  a  rubric 
to  this  benediction,  "  When  the  children  wash  their  hands  in 
the  morning,  they  are  taught  to  say  the  following  blessing." 
From  which  it  appears  that  the  Jewish  children  in  England 
are  still  taught  to  acknowledge  the  Divine  authority  of  the 
Talmud,  for  the  only  way  in  which  that  benediction  can  be 
defended,  is  by  saying  that  the  oral  law  is  Divine,  and  that  its 
commandments  were  given  by  God.  It  is  therefore  a  holy  and 
imperative  duty  on  all  those  Israelites  who  reject  Talmudic 
superstition  and  intolerance  to  have  this  benediction  erased  from 
their  prayer-book,  and  to  preserve  the  children  from  the  in 
fection  of  that  law  which  persecutes  the  living  and  insults  the 
dead. 
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ONE  of  the  many  bright  features  in  the  national  character  of 
Israel  is  the  devoted  constancy,  with  which  they  have,  in  the 
most  troublous  times  and  under  the  most  disastrous  circum 
stances,  celebrated  the  anniversary  of  their  first  great  national 
deliverance.  More  than  three  thousand  years  have  now  rolled 
away  since  Israel's  God  heard  the  cries  of  the  first-born  in 
•Egypt,  and  by  slaying  the  first-born  of  their  enemies,  effected 
their  salvation  with  a  mighty  hand  and  an  outstretched  arm. 
And  yet  the  memory  of  that  great  event  is  still  fresh  in  the 
hearts  of  the  nation,  and  the  children  of  Israel,  wherever 
scattered,  in  the  wilds  of  Poland,  the  coasts  of  Africa,  or  the 
torrid  regions  of  India,  as  well  as  amongst  ourselves,  are  now 
making  consentaneous  preparation  for  the  approaching  festival. 
Such  constancy  and  such  devotion  bespeak  minds  of  no  ordinary 
mould,  and  naturally  lead  us  to  ask,  how  is  it  that  the  Lord 
does  not  now  hear  Israel's  cries  and  prayers,  which  ascend 
from  every  region  under  heaven,  and  restore  them  to  that  place 
in  His  dispensations  and  that  rank  amongst  the  sons  of  men, 
which  his  Word  assigns  to  them?  A  Christian  would  give 
the  answer  suggested  by  the  New  Testament,  but  we  waive 
that  at  present.  The  oral  law  gives  a  reply  the  same  in 
substance.  It  tells  us  that  the  mass  of  the  nation  has  obscured 
the  light  of  Divine  revelation  by  the  admixture  of  human 
inventions,  that,  therefore,  a  restoration  would  only  be  the 
establishment  of  error,  and  is  consequently  impossible.  We 
have  already  given  some  proofs  of  this  assertion,  the  Rabbinical 
laws  relating  to  the  Passover  furnish  us  with  many  more,  and 
to  these  the  season  of  the  year  now  naturally  refers  us. 

Amongst  the  first  directions  relating  to  the  Passover,  the 
Word  of  God  gives  this  plain  command,  "  Even  the  first  day 
shall  ye  put  away  leaven  out  of  your  houses."  (Exod.  xii.  15.) 
This  is  intelligible  to  the  most  illiterate,  and  easy  to  be  obeyed, 
but  the  llabbies  have  superadded  a  mass  of  explanations  and 
observances,  which  tend  only  to  perplex  and  to  burden  the 
conscience.  In  the  first  place  they  are  not  satisfied  with  the 
honest  endeavour  of  an  Israelite  to  obey  the  command  of  God, 
unless  he  does  it  according  to  the  form'  and  manner  which  they 
prescribe. 


rmrc 

isbn  crtm  -ISSD  ims  mti?m  inbs 
sin  nn   imamc?   yon  bnsn   .  bbs  v^n 
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"  What  is  meant  by  the  putting  away  (of  leaven)  mentioned  in 
the  law?  It  is  this,  that  a  man  annul  it  in  his  heart,  and 
count  it  as  dust,  and  intend  in  his  heart  to  have  no  leaven 
whatever  in  his  possession,  and  that  all  the  leaven  in  his 
possession  shall  he  as  dust,  and  of  no  necessity  whatever/' 
(Hilchoth  Chometz  Umatzah,  c.  ii.  2.)  Here,  then,  they 
require  a  formal  intention,  but  they  have  also  prepared  a  form 
of  words  in  which  to  clothe  it. 

sb~n  mrvEm  \Trann  srrwr  wiarn  M-ron  b:: 

mrrsn 


"  All  manner  of  leaven  that  is  in  my  possession,  which  I  have 
seen,  and  which  I  have  not  seen  ;  which  I  have  removed,  and 
which  I  have  not  removed,  shall  be  null,  and  accounted  as  the 
dust  of  the  earth."  (Levi's  Prayers  for  the  Passover,  fol.  2, 
col.  1.)  And  to  this  form  a  rubric  is  added,  "  If  the  master  is 
not  at  home,  he  annuls  the  leaven  wherever  he  is."  Now  this 
may  at  first  sight  appear  as  a  very  innocent  ceremony,  but  God 
warns  us  against  all  additions  to  His  Word  and  command 
ments.  It  is  in  itself  presumptuous,  and  as  connected  with  the 
Rabbinical  doctrine  of  merit,  must  have  an  injurious  tendency 
upon  the  minds  of  the  multitude.  They  will  argue  that  by 
observing  this  form,  they  have  fulfilled  a  commandment,  and 
that  consequently  there  is  an  additional  sum  of  merit  to  be  put 
to  the  credit  side  of  their  account,  as  a  set  off  against  their 
transgressions.  And  on  the  other  hand,  if  they  forget  to  go 
through  this  form  at  the  right  hour,  and  afterwards  any  leaven 
be  found  in  their  houses,  the  Rabbles  bring  them  in  guilty  of 
transgressing  two  negative  commandments,  which  they  say  is 
a  more  heinous  offence  than  disobeying  the  affirmative  pre 
cepts. 


a?tp    nnp     tsn   «     cs 
mm   vby   insn   rrnip   y^n   ssn 
m  *nn  nsn  wbi  wnn  nviD 

sbi  -wn  sb  ^inrz?  MS^  sbi  ns^  wb 


"  Therefore,  if  a  man  does  not  annul  (the  leaven)  before  the 
sixth  hour,  and  afterwards  from  the  sixth  horn-  and  onwards 
should  find  leaven,  which  was  on  his  mind  and  in  his  heart, 
but  he  forgot  it  at  the  hour  of  removal,  and  did  not  remove  it  ; 
Behold,  such  an  one  has  transgressed  the  command,  '  It  shall 
not  be  seen  with  thee  '  (Exod.  xiii.  7),  and  also  the  command, 
It  shall  not  be  found  in  your  houses  '  (Exod.  xii.  19),  for  he 
neither  removed  it  nor  annulled  it."  (Hilchoth  Chometz,  c. 
iii.  8.)  Now,  can  you  believe  that  this  decision  is  from  God  who 
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searcheth  the  heart  ?  Can  you  believe  that  a  man  who  had  it 
in  his  mind  and  heart  to  remove  a  piece  of  leaven  according  to 
God's  commandment,  hut  whilst  removing  the  rest  forgot  this 
one  piece,  is  to  be  brought  in  guilty,  simply  because  he  did  not 
observe  a  mere  form,  which  God  has  nowhere  commanded  ? 
Or  that  he  would  not  have  been  guilty,  if  he  had  repeated 
some  half  do/en  words  prescribed  by  men,  sinners  like  himself? 
Very  different  is  the  declaration  of  God  himself,  rrn  HB?S  ?y  » 
*"fH2b  C17  "Because  it  was  in  thine  heart"  (1  Kings  viii.  18)  : 
he  accepted  the  intention,  and  gave  it  the  blessing  of  obedience. 
The  liabbinic  decision  is,  therefore,  not  of  God,  and  goes  far 
towards  overthrowing  the  claims  of  the  whole  oral  law.  But 
the  Kabbies  were  not  satisfied  with  this  invention  of  blt£H 
y?2n  annulling  the  leaven,  they  have  imposed  upon  the  con 
sciences  of  their  followers  another  observance,  utterly  unknown 
to  Moses,  and  that  is  y^n  np"HIl  ,  the  searching  for  leaven. 


nss  cmp    "p^m    na?r    nsmsb 
mrtz?    btf?   n:n   -nsb   y^nn   n« 
sbi  niDNbiD  mttf  nitssb  -ras 


"  On  the  evening  before  the  14th  of  Nisan,  before  the  coming 
out  of  the  stars,  they  are  to  search  for  the  leaven  by  the  light 
of  a  single  wax  taper  :  and  when  the  time  draws  near,  it  is  un 
lawful  to  do  any  work,  or  to  eat,  or  to  study."  (Passover 
Prayers,  fol.  1,  col.  2.)  For  this  command  there  is  evidently 
no  foundation  in  the  law  of  Moses.  It  is  confessedly  ^i^"T^ 
D^aiD  of  the  words  of  the  Scribes,  and  yet  the  most  mimite 
directions  are  given,  and  the  greatest  attention  required,  as  if  it 
had  been  from  God  himself,  and  various  cases  supposed  where 
a  second  search  is  necessary,  as  for  instance  :  — 

-inw  van    ttrn  n<^  o^Dttt  "ME  nwn  cw 


nan    nms   b^s    -QD    v^ais    ^s    nsan 
^rcann  sbw  ^-n-T»an  ^m  nr 


^abi  vn  ntz?  p-ivrcn  nbsi  pbnn  is  -nnn 
rrsn  bs  p-nn  n^  nn  aib^  s^a  wb  ca«  .  PTQI 


biaatz?  nan  nnis  sso  nsi 


"  If,  after  the  search,  he  sec  a  mouse  come  into  the  house  with 
leaven  in  his  mouth,  it  is  necessary  to  search  a  second  time. 
And  although  he  should  find  the  crumbs  about  the  house,  he  is 
not  to  say,  the  mouse  has  eaten  the  bread  long  since,  and  these 
are  the  crumbs,  but,  on  the  contrary,  he  must  fear  lest  it  should 
E  3 
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have  left  the  leaven  in  a  hole  or  a  window,  and  these  crumbs 
were  there  before  ;  he  must  therefore  search  again.  If  he  find 
nothing,  then  he  must  search  the  whole  house  ;  but  if  he  find 
the  bread  with  which  the  mouse  went  off,  then  no  further  search 
is  necessary."  Another  case  of  equal  importance,  and  more 
ingenuity,  is  the  following  :  — 

cttftt   -1332    ssm    vcn   -1331  rvob  -1339   0333 
]i-insn  sin  023212?  ptss-in  win  nm^is  VD3  1331 
-nnt&  D333ts  ptpsin  n^n  .  pmb  -p-is  is^si  s^tp 

-1331    -13327   D333    *  pnnb   T~^   P^   N^ttf    ntt 

*  pi-ab  -p-is  n^n  -1331  mbin  DI&E 
pnab   -fns  I3*s   n^n  -1331  13321  mbin 

sin 


"  If  a  mouse  enter  a  house  with  bread  in  his  mouth,  and  a 
mouse  also  go  out  of  the  same  house  with  bread  in  his  mouth, 
one  may  conclude  that  this  is  one  and  the  self-same  mouse,  and 
it  is  not  necessary  to  search.  But  if  the  former  that  entered 
was  black,  and  the  latter  that  went  out  white,  a  search  is 
necessary.  If  a  mouse  went  in  with  bread  in  his  mouth,  and  a 
weasel  come  out  with  bread  in  her  mouth,  it  is  necessary  to 
search.  If  a  mouse  and  a  weasel  both  go  out,  and  bread  in  the 
weasel's  mouth,  there  is  no  search  required,  for  this  is  the 
identical  bread  that  had  been  before  in  the  mouse's  mouth." 
(Hilchoth  Chometz,  c.  ii.)  We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  this 
sort  of  wisdom  was  never  found  in  Christians.  We  are  well 
aware  that  the  scholastic  divines  display  much  of  the  same 

r  -verse  ingenuity,  and  the  achievements  of  mice  have  figured 
Gentile  theology  too,  but  we  have  renounced  that  whole 
system  as  contrary  to  the  Word  of  God.  You  still  adhere  to 
tne  theology  of  the  Scribes,  and  are  now  about  to  keep  a  solemn 
festival  according  to  their  ordinances.  And  yet  you  see  how 
poor  their  view  of  true  piety,  and  how  perverse  the  application 
of  their  time  and  their  ingenuity.  The  most  unlearned  Israelite 
who  has  read  the  law  of  Moses  in  its  simple  dignity,  will  know 
very  well  that  when  God  commanded  the  Israelites  to  remove 
leaven  from  their  houses,  he  did  not  mean  that  they  should  go 
and  rummage  out  the  mouse-holes,  or  spend  their  time  looking 
after  mice  and  weasels.  If,  instead  of  the  oral  law,  you  had 
read  this  in  the  New  Testament,  would  you  not  have  taken  it 
as  complete  evidence  against  the  claims  of  that  book?  and  if 
St.  Paul  or  St.  Peter  had  given  such  commands  to  the  Gentile 
converts,  would  you  not  have  said,  these  men  were  either  fools 
or  knaves  ?  But  in  the  New  Testament  nothing  like  it  is  to  be 
found.  The  precepts  there  given,  and  the  instruction  there 
conveyed,  is  all  of  a  noble  and  dignified  character,  whilst  the 
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trifling  and  the  folly  still  exist  in  the  oral  law  handed  down  by 
those  who  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  If  the  testimony  of 
men  at  all  depends  upon  the  wisdom  of  him  who  gives  it,*  the 
testimony  of  the  Scribes  is  not  worth  much.  But  the  trifling 
is  exceeded  by  the  presumption.  These  men  have  said,  as  we 
have  quoted  above  from  your  prayer-book,  "  that  when  the  time 
for  the  search  draws  near,  it  is  unlawful  to  do  any  work,  or  to 
eat,  or  to  study;"  so  that  the  poor  man  is  to  give  up  his  lawful 
business,  the  hungry  man  to  abstain  from  his  lawful  food,  and 
all  to  neglect  even  the  reading  of  God's  holy  Word,  in  order  to 
go  and  search  into  holes  and  corners,  for  that  which  they  know 
is  not  to  be  found,  or  to  find  that  which  was  laid  in  their  way 
intentionally  and  for  that  very  purpose.  We  ask  you  can  thi's 
be  from  God,  or,  are  the  men  who  make  the  reading  of  God's 
Word  give  way  to  this  ceremony,  to  be  depended  upon  as 
teachers  of  the  true  religion  ? 

But  the  oral  law  not  only  adds  human  inventions,  but  lays 
down  principles  which  involve  considerable  difficulties,  the 
solution  of  \vhich  requires  no  small  share  of  ingenuity.  For 
instance  — 

:  abisb  nssra  -nos  nosn  vbs  -USE?  v-n 

"  It  is  for  ever  unlawful  to  have  any  profit  from  leaven,  that 
has  existed  during  the  season  of  the  Passover."  This  is  under 
stood  of  leaven  belonging  to  Israelites,  and  according  to  this 
all  Israelites  are  obliged  to  sell,  or  give  away,  or  lose  all  the 
leaven  which  they  may  have  at  the  commencement  of  Passover, 
and  of  course,  if  they  have  much,  the  loss  would  be  very 
serious.  But  the  Rabbies  who  have  made  the  difficulty,  have 
also  found  various  ways  of  evading  it.  One  is  by  pledging 
the  leaven  with  a  certain  form  of  words  — 


ib  -I»N  cs  "nan  bsw  issn  ^mnts  bs 

1371  7KDS  rTOn  -fb  \ns2n  sb 
•nan  msnn  m  •nn  WDSE  m 
:  nosn  insb 

"  An  Israelite  who  has  pawned  his  leaven  to  a  Gentile,  if  he 
says  to  him,  in  case  I  do  not  bring  thee  the  money  from  this 
tune  to  a  certain  day,  you  have  purchased  this  leaven  from  the 
present  time  ;  then  this  leaven  is  considered  as  in  the  possession 
of  the  Gentile,  and  it  is  lawful  after  the  Passover."  (Hilchoth 
Chometz,  c.  iv.)  If,  therefore,  an  Israelite,  who  has  a  large 
quantity  of  leaven,  wishes  to  keep  the  commandment  of 
removing  all  leaven  from  his  possession,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  be  able  to  resume  the  possession  after  the  Passover  ;  and  to 
have  the  worldly  gain  too,  as  well  the  spiritual  profit,  he  has 
nothing  to  do  but  to  pawn  it  with  this  form  of  words.  Now 
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we  ask  every  Jew  of  common  sense,  whether  this  be  not  a  mere 
trick,  an  attempt  to  cheat  one's  own  conscience,  an  unworthy 
artifice  to  serve  God,  and  yet  to  avoid  the  loss  which  would 
result  from  a  simple  observance  of  the  command  ?  It  is  plain 
that  a  man  who  acts  thus  has  no  real  intention  of  renouncing 
the  possession  of  the  leaven.  And  this  is  not  a  single  case  ;  the 
oral  law  is  rich  in  such  cases,  as  it  allows  a  mock  pawning1,  so 
it  allows  a  mock  sale  or  gift. 


i33m  -mm 

"  Although  the  Israelite  knows  that  the  Gentile  will  not  touch 
the  leaven  at  all,  but  keep  it  for  him  until  after  the  Passover, 
and  will  then  return  it  to  him,  it  is  lawful."  Of  course  a 
learned  Israelite,  acquainted  with  tliis  provision  of  the  oral 
law,  will  select  a  Gentile  of  this  description  to  whom  to  sell  or 
give  his  leaven,  fully  aware  that  after  Passover  it  will  be  his 
again,  and  he  may  enjoy  the  profit.  But  suppose  a  Jew  had 
lent  money  to  a  Gentile,  and  received  the  interest  every  week 
in  bread,  what  is  he  to  do  P  It  is  evident  that  at  Passover  he 
cannot  make  use  of  the  bread  on  account  of  the  leaven,  neither 
after  the  Passover  can  he  receive  that  bread  nor  money  for  it, 
as  according  to  the  oral  law  he  must  have  no  profit  from  leaven 
which  has  witnessed  the  Paschal  week.  This  is  a  difficult 
case,  but  it  is  not  of  our  making.  The  oral  law  which  has 
proposed  the  difficulty,  has  also,  provided  a  solution. 


rrrra 

ib   irpo?  nDDn  D-np   ib  -IES>IP  'nron   ^ns  nro 
iss  a«  iVcs  rsi  rraB  is  rro    nos  btp 
ha    «bt»  HE  12EB  bsb 


"  An  Israelite  who  receives  bread  from  a  Gentile  every  week 
as  interest,  is,  according  to  Avi  Haezri,  to  tell  him  before 
the  Passover,  that  in  the  Passover  week  he  must  give  him 
flour  or  money,  and  then  when  they  come  to  make  up  their 
accounts,  he  may  receive  from  him  that  which  he  did  not 
receive  during  the  Passover."  (Arbah.  Turim.  Orach  Chaiim, 
sec.  450.)  According  to  this  simple  device,  merely  by  saying 
a  few  words,  he  can  make  that  lawful,  which  before  would 
have  been  a  great  sin.  It  is  not  needful  even  to  intend  to 
have  money  or  flour,  he  may  intend  to  have  the  leaven  after 
the  Passover  ;  the  words  have  the  transforming  efficacy.  The 
same  book  gives  liashi's  solution  of  another  similar  difficulty. 

msman  man  anb  ww  ^m  bfcn^  /n^b  nbwa? 
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-,nw  bitos  ^si  no2  b^  nns  bits  •nab  -iaib 
nisa  QNEn  bita'n   no^n  nm     narra? 


"  A  question  proposed   to  Rashi  —  Suppose  that  an   Israelite 
and  a  Gentile  had  an  oven  in  partnership,  shall  he  say  to  the 
Gentile,  Take    thou    the   profit  during  the  Passover,  and  I 
will  take  afterwards  ?     He  replied,  Let  him  make  a  bargain 
before  the  Passover,  and  take  the  price  of  that  week."     (Ibid.) 
A  man  of  common  sense  will  see  that  here,   as  in  the  other 
cases,  the  Jew  does  really  receive  the  profit  from  leaven  in 
existence  during  the  Passover,  and  that  whether  he  receive 
the  money  or  the  profit  before  or  afterwards,  there  is  no  real 
difference  in  the  circumstances  of  the  transaction  ;  one  prin 
ciple  pervades  all  these  decisions,  and  that  is,  evasion  of  what 
is  considered  a  Divine  command.     The  man  who  gives  away 
the  leaven  with  the  full  intention  of  resuming  possession  after 
the  Passover,  and  the  man  who  sells  only  for  the  week,  in  full 
persuasion  that  his  right  and  interest  remain,  does  in  reality 
neither  give  nor  sell.     There  may  be  an  outward  appearance 
of    the   thing,    but   God  docs    not  judge    according    to   the 
appearance  ;  he  looks  on  the  intention  of  the  heart.     He  is 
not  satisfied  with  the  form  of  giving  or  selling,  but  looking 
at   the  inmost  thoughts  of  the  soul,   He  sees  that  the  mail 
docs  not  wish  nor  intend  to  do  either  one  or  the  other,  and 
marks  him  as  a  deliberate,  and  wilful  transgressor.     But  we 
appeal  to  every  unsophisticated  mind  in  Israel,  would  such  a 
system  of  evasion  be  considered  as  honourable,  even  according 
to  the  maxims  of  this  world?     Or  can  that  conduct,  which 
men  would  call  dishonourable,  be  considered  as  an  acceptable 
service  before  God  ?     But,  above  all,  can  it  be  the  law  given 
to  Moses  by  the  God  of  truth  ?     This  it  is  which  gives  this 
discussion  all  its  importance.      If  the   Talmud  and   all   its 
decisions  were  retained  merely  as  a  curious  remnant  of  an 
tiquity,  as  the  effusions  of  a  perverse  ingenuity,  or  the  wak 
ing  dreams  of  scholastics,  we  might  both  pass  it  by  with  a 
smile.     But  it  is  proposed  as  the  law  of  God.     It  is  the  re 
ligion  of  the  great  majority  of  the  Jewish  people,   and  no 
doubt  at  this  very  time,  many  an  Israelite  in  Poland  and 
elsewhere,  if  not  in  England,  is  preparing  a  mock  sale,  or 
drawing   up   a    contract  for   the   imaginary   disposal   of  the 
leaven  in  his  possession,  in  obedience  to  the  above  directions. 
They  do  it  in  simplicity,  with  a  mistaken  devotion.     They 
are  misled  ;  but  does  not  a  fearful  load  of  responsibility  rest 
upon  those  Israelites  who  know  better,   and  yet  leave  their 
brethren  in  this  grievous  error,  yea,  and  confirm  them  in  it 
by  joining  in  all  the  ceremonies  which  that  system  prescribes  ? 
Because  of  this  system,  the  nation  is  still  exied  from  the  land 
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of  Israel.  Because  of  this  system,  the  anger  of  the  Lord  is 
not  turned  away,  but  His  arm  is  stretched  out  still.  If  then 
you  love  your  people — if  you  desire  their  national  exaltation, 
and  their  eternal  welfare,  lift  up  your  voice  and  protest 
against  the  oral  law.  Condemn  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  as 
the  inventors  of  the  system,  and  the  first  authors  of  that  moral 
captivity  in  which  the  people  has  been  held  for  so  many 
centuries.  Now  when  you  remember  the  mercies  of  the  Lord 
in  delivering  you  from  the  house  of  bondage,  make  an  effort 
to  deliver  your  brethren  from  the  more  degrading  chains  of 
error  and  superstition.  At  the  same  time  we  wrould  ask  you 
to  consider  the  case  of  so  many  of  your  nation,  who,  when 
these  chains  were  rivetting,  gloriously  maintained  their 
freedom,  and  have  left  us  a  collection  of  writings,  entirely 
free  from  every  trace  of  this  mistaken  ingenuity.  We  mean 
the  disciples  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  They,  too,  wrere  Jews, 
children  of  Abraham,  and  of  the  stock  of  Israel.  How  is  it 
then,  that  they  who  were  condemned  by  the  Talmudists  as 
heretics,  and  propagators  of  a  false  religion,  have  left  us  the 
principles  of  a  healthy,  manly,  and  rational  piety,  whilst  their 
judges  and  accusers  have  fallen  headlong  into  error  and  even 
absurdity?  If  Jesus  and  his  disciples  were  deceivers  or 
fanatics,  how  is  it  that  they  wrere  preserved  from  inculcating 
such  false  doctrines :  and  if  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  were 
right  in  condemning  and  persecuting  them — were  actually 
serving  God  in  resisting  false  pretensions,  how  is  it  that  they 
were  given  over  to  such  delusions,  and  to  such  a  system  of 
trifling  ?  That  they  were  not  infallible,  the  above  extracts 
from  the  oral  law  prove  beyond  all  controversy.  They  have 
altogether  erred  in  the  first  element  of  acceptable  worship, 
simplicity  of  intention  and  uprightness  of  heart.  They  have 
confounded  the  form  with  the  reality  of  obedience  to  God's 
commands.  And  in  all  these  things  wrhere  they  have  erred, 
Jesus  and  his  disciples  have  asserted  and  maintained  the 
truth.  Account  for  this  fact.  The  Talmud  tells  you  to  light 
a  taper  and  search  for  leaven  in  a  mousehole,  and  to  get  rid 
of  all  in  your  possession  by  a  fictitious  contract.  The  New 
Testament  says,  "  Purge  out  the  old  leaven,  that  ye  may  be 
a  new  lump,  as  ye  are  unleavened.  For  even  Christ  our 
Passover  is  sacrificed  for  us:  therefore  let  us  keep  the  feast 
not  with  old  leaven,  neither  with  the  leaven  of  malice  and 
wickedness ;  but  with  the  unleavened  bread  of  sincerity  and 
truth."  (1  Cor.  v.  7,  8.) 
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THE  PASSOVER  A  TYPE  OF  FUTURE  DELIVERANCE. 

THIS  year,  the  Jewish  and  the  Christian  times  for  celebrat 
ing  the  Feast  of  the  Passover  nearly  coincide  ;  and  the  coinci 
dence  ought  to  remind  us  both  of  that  happy  period,  when  all 
the  children  of  man,  so  long  divided,  shall  again  be  united  into 
one  great,  holy,  and  happy  family  ;  all  rejoicing  in  the  mercy 
and  favour  of  their  Heavenly  Father,  and  all  loving  each  other 
in  sincerity  and  truth.  To  that  period  we  look  forward,  and 
even  now  we  use  our  humble  endeavours  to  accelerate  its  ap 
proach.  Yea,  one  of  the  reasons,  why  we  endeavour  to  lead 
Israel  to  a  rejection  of  the  oral  law,  is  because  we  firmly  be 
lieve  that  it  is  one  of  the  main  hindrances  in  the  way  of  their 
happiness  and  that  of  the  nations  of  the  world.  We  have  no 
wish  to  rob  you  of  any  one  blessing  promised  in  the  Word  of 
God.  We  would  not  deprive  you  of  one  hope  founded  upon 
God's  promises.  On  the  contrary,  we  rejoice  to  think  that  not 
withstanding  all  the  vain  traditions  of  the  Scribes  and  Phari 
sees,  it  has  pleased  God  to  keep  alive  in  your  hearts  the  me 
mory  of  his  past  mercy,  and  the  hope  of  his  future  goodness. 
To  the  consideration  of  these  two  points,  the  law  of  Moses  and 
your  appointed  prayers  lead  you  at  this  season,  and  through  the 
mercy  of  God,  and  the  love  of  some  of  your  brethren,  we  of  the 
Gentiles  have  been  brought  to  rejoice  in  similar  considerations. 
Let  us  then  endeavour  to  anticipate  the  future,  and  rejoice 
together  even  now,  omitting  on  this  solemn  occasion  a  special 
discussion  of  the  oral  law.  If  God's  mercy  were  all  past,  and 
only  a  matter  of  history,  we  might  and  ought  to  feel  grateful 
for  the  benefits  bestowed  upon  our  fathers  :  our  joy  would, 
however,  suffer  a  considerable  diminution.  But  this  is  not  the 
case.  In  the  midst  of  your  grateful  acknowledgment  for  the 
wonders  in  Egypt,  you  can  mingle  a  prayer  for  the  future, 
and  say, 


nsnn 

Next  year  in  Jerusalem." 

bttn-v  bin  -ps  b«-mr»  br  irnbs  ^  S3  nm 

»y  c^btzm>  mm  t  -yb^n  bsn  -[rain  bin 

:  nn  larraan  nmnb  iabsm  13^2  mnnn  tzmpn 


"  O  Lord  our  God,  have  mercy,  we  beseech  thee,  upon  Israel 
thy  people,  and  upon  Jerusalem  thy  city,  and  upon  thine  altar, 
Rod  upon  thy  temple  ;  and  build  Jerusalem,  the  holy  city, 
speedily,  in  our  days,  and  bring  us  up  into  the  midst  of  it,  and 
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make  us  glad  therein."  (Haggadah  Shel  Pesach.)  And  to  this 
prayer  we  can  say,  "  Amen  "  with  all  our  hearts.  The  future 
restoration  and  blessedness  of  Israel  is  one  of  our  fondest  ex 
pectations  ;  and  whilst  we  contemplate  the  circumstances  and 
the  glory  of  the  first  Exodus,  the  Word  of  the  living  God  leads 
us  to  look  forward  to  that  which  is  to  come. 


"  According  to  the  days  of  thy  coming  out  of  the  land  of  Egypt 
will  I  show  unto  him  marvellous  things,"  is  the  promise  by  the 
mouth  of  Micah  the  prophet  (c.  vii.  10). 


«  mm  onnm 

-p~nm  c^bm  nrnrcb  irom  inn  a^n 
1723;  -i«2?b  nbott  nrrm  *  t 
irnbs  cvn  b^-ia^b  nrpn 


"  And  the  Lord  shall  utterly  destroy  the  tongue  of  the  Egyp 
tian  sea,  and  with  his  mighty  wind  shall  he  shake  his  hand 
over  the  river,  and  shall  smite"  it  in  the  seven  streams,  and  shall 
make  men  go  over  dry  shod.  And  there  shall  be  a  highway  for 
the  remnant  of  his  people,  which  shall  be  left  from  Assyria  ; 
like  as  it  was  to  Israel  in  the  day  that  he  came  up  out  of  the 
land  of  Egypt,"  is  the  declaration  of  the  Prophet  Isaiah  (xi.  15, 
16).  Seeing  that  neither  of  these  declarations  was  fulfilled  at 
the  return  from  Babylon,  nor  at  any  period  since,  we  firmly  be 
lieve  that  they  shall  be  fulfilled  in  the  time  to  come,  and  that 
therefore  the  compilers  of  the  Haggadah  were  fully  warranted 
in  intermingling,  with  their  Passover  thanksgivings,  a  prayer 
for  the  fulfilment  of  the  promised  mercies  ;  and  we  do  not 
scruple  to  say  that  in  this  respect,  the  Jewish  llabbics  have 
been  right,  whilst  many  Christian  interpreters  have  been 
wrong  ;  though  they  might  have  known  and  given  a  true  ex 
planation  of  all  similar  passages,  if  they  had  only  followed  the 
plain  words  of  their  master,  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  "  Think  not 
that  I  am  come  to  destroy  the  law  or  the  prophets."  (Matt. 
v.  17.)  We  make  this  remark  to  show  that  we  do  not  condemn 
the  Rabbies  inconsiderately  ;  but  that  we  are  willing  to  do 
them  all  justice,  where  their  opinions  agree  with  the  Word  of 
God.  Their  expectation  of  the  future  restoration  of  Israel  is 
well  founded,  and  their  faith  in  the  promises  relating  to  it 
worthy  of  all  imitation.  Oh,  that  the  whole  nation  had  more 
of  it  —  that  their  hearts  were  more  directed  to  the  land  of  their 
forefathers  —  that  their  thoughts  were  more  full  of  the  Divine 
promises.  Then  they  would  cry  more  earnestly  to  God,  and 
He  would  "  hear  their  groaning,  and  remember  his  covenant 
with  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,"  as  he  did  at  the  deliverance 
from  Egypt.  The  careless  and  the  ungodly  deceive  themselves 
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with  the  idea,  that  when  God's  time  comes,  the  deliverance  will 
take  place  without  any  endeavour  of  theirs.  Let  them  read  the 
law  of  Moses,  and  they  will  find  that  though  God  had  promised 
to  bring  their  fathers  out  of  Egypt,  the  deliverance  itself  was 
preceded  by  a  time  of  prayer  and  crying  unto  God.  To 
Abraham  he  had  said. 

nnb    «b    V"1^  "p-n   rrm  -o   •o   inn 
^m  "mi  .  .  •  rutt?  msfc  sms  nms  TOI 

:  "im  mn 

"  Know  of  a  surety  that  thy  seed  shall  be  a  stranger  in  a  land 
that  is  not  theirs,  and  shall  serve  them  ;  and  they  shall  afflict 
them  four  hundred  years  .....  But  in  the  fourth  generation  they 
shall  conic  hither  again,  "  &c.  (Gen.  xv.  13,  16.)  But  this 
promise  was  no  warrant  for  their  remaining  careless,  and  at 
ease  ;  it  was  on  the  contrary  a  basis  for  earnest  prayer  and 
supplication,  and  a  plea  for  mercy.  And,  therefore,  when  the 
time  drew  near,  we  read, 

brm    ipsrn    min^n    p    bs-isr    rn 

zrnbsn  bw 


"  And  the  children  of  Israel  sighed  by  reason  of  the  bondage, 
and  they  cried,  and  their  cry  came  up  unto  God,  by  reason  of  the 
bondage."  And  God  himself  gives  this  as  one  reason  why  he 
came  to  deliver  them. 

:  >b«  nwn  bs-irzr  •on  np3?2  nsn  nnm 

"  Now,  therefore,  behold  the  cry  of  the  children  of  Israel  13 
come  unto  me."  (Exod.  iii.  9.)  Here,  then,  all  Israelites,  who 
desire  the  fulfilment  of  God's  promises  should  learn  that  state 
of  mind,  which  is  a  pre-requisite  to  the  interposition  of  their 
great  deliverer.  Israel  can  no  more  be  delivered  now  than  of 
old,  unless  they  earnestly  desire  deliverance.  To  what  purpose 
should  He  deliver  and  restore  those,  who  care  nothing  about 
the  land  of  their  forefathers,  nor  about  the  glory  of  the  nation  — 
who  say,  We  are  very  comfortable  and  happy  here,  and  all  we 
desire  is  to  be  like  the  other  nations  (n^lIO  rTTG)  —  what  good 
would  it  do  to  us  to  return  to  the  land  of  Israel?  God's  promises 
are  not  to  such  grovelling  and  unbelieving  spirits.  Along  with 
his  promise  of  mercy,  he  gives  a  command  for  continual  suppli 
cation, 


m     «  rnm  nw  D 
nbnn  D^bipvr  ns  nra^  "rsn     i^  iv  ib 


"Ye  that  make  mention  of  the  Lord,  keep  not  silence,  and  give 
him  no  rest,  till  he  establish,  and  till  he  make  Jerusalem  a  praise 
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in  the  earth.  "  (Isaiah  Ixii.  6,  7.)  And  in  Ezekiel,  after  the 
declaration,  "This  land  that  was  desolate  is  become  like  the 
garden  of  Eden  ;  and  the  waste,  and  desolate  and  ruined  cities, 
are  become  fenced,  and  are  inhabited,"  &c.,  he  adds  — 

mnb  ams  nst  TO  mrp  ^rrw  -IDS  ns 

:  cnb 


"Thus  saith  the  Lord  God,  I  will  yet  for  this  be  inquired  of  by 
the  house  of  Israel,  to  do  it  for  them."  (Ezek.  xxxvi.  37.)  Upon 
which  Itashi  remarks  — 

:  nsT  by  >ms  can-in  nnbsnn  cnb  nnsnw 

"I  will  be  made  favourable  to  them  through  their  prayer,  when 
they  seek  me  with  regard  to  this."  Hence  prayer  is  com 
manded  ;  in  Hosea  we  are  told,  that  without  prayer  deliverance 
is  impossible. 

:  "^D  ia?ni  laajw  "iras  13?  wa  bs 


"  I  will  go  and  return  to  my  place,  till  they  acknowledge  their 
offence,  and  seek  my  face."  (Hosea  v.  15.)  Let  the  children  of 
Israel  return  then,  and  seek  the  Lord  their  God,  and  David  their 
King,  then  they  shall  fear  the  Lord  and  His  goodness  in  the 
latter  days.  (Hosea  iii.  5.) 

In  the  consideration  of  the  deliverance  from  Egypt  there  is, 
however,  one  circumstance  which  should  teach  the  Israelites  to 
rejoice  with  trembling,  and  that  is,  that  the  majority  of  those, 
who  went  forth  from  Egypt,  never  entered  the  land  of  Israel, 
but  died  in  the  wilderness  on  account  of  their  sin  and  unbelief. 
That  which  has  happened,  may  happen  again.  Israel  might  be 
delivered  again  from  the  lands  of  their  dispersion,  and  be  led 
forth  with  a  mighty  hand,  and  outstretched  arm,  and  with  great 
signs  and  wonders,  and  yet  after  all  die  in  their  sins.  Indeed, 
it  is  not  merely  a  legitimate  deduction  from  the  past,  but  an 
express  prophecy  of  the  future.  "As  I  live,  saith  the  Lord  God, 
surely,  with  a  mighty  hand,  and  with  a  stretched  out  arm,  and 
with  fury  poured  out,  will  I  rule  over  you  ;  and  I  will  bring  you 
out  from  the  people,  and  will  gather  vou  out  of  the  countries 
wherein  ye  are  scattered,  and  with  a  mighty  hand,  and  with  a 
stretched  out  arm,  and  with  fury  poured  out.  And  I  will  bring 
you  into  the  wilderness  of  the  people,  and  there  will  I  plead  with 
you  face  to  face.  Like  as  I  pleaded  with  your  fathers  in  the 
wilderness  of  the  land  of  Egypt,  so  will  I  plead  with  you,  saith 
the  Lord  God.  And  I  will  cause  you  to  pass  under  the  rod,  and 
I  will  bring  you  into  the  bond  of  the  covenant." 


o^ansm  nminn 

sb  bs-)L^»  HDTW  bsi  cms 
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"  And  I  will  purge  out  from  among  you  the  rebels,  and  them 
that  transgress  against  me  ;  I  will  bring  them  forth  from  the 
country  where  they  sojourn,  and  they  shall  not  enter  into  the 
land  of  Israel."  (Ezek.  xx.  33—38.)  Here  then  we  see,  whether 
we  consider  the  past  or  the  future,  that  a  mere  temporal 
deliverance  is  not  sufficient  —  that  God's  greatest  temporal 
blessings,  and  even  his  mighty  signs  and  wonders,  may  lead  us  in 
the  more  dreadful  and  fatal  captivity  of  sin.  Surely  if  a 
miraculous  deliverance  could  deliver  the  soul,  those  that  saw  the 
miracles  in  Egypt,  and  experienced  the  Lord's  mercy  in  their 
preservation  from  the  destroying  angel,  and  in  the  passage 
through  the  Red  Sea,  ought  to  have  been  perfect  in  holiness. 
Yet  we  find,  after  all  that  they  saw  and  heard,  that  they  were 
a  disobedient  and  faithless  generation,  and  that  they  perished  in 
the  wilderness.  The  history,  then,  of  this  great  deliverance 
reminds  us  in  the  most  forcible  manner  of  the  bondage  of  sin, 
and  the  necessity  of  a  more  noble  and  gracious  emancipation. 
Israel  was  in  bondage  in  Egypt,  and  the  Lord  had  compassion 
and  delivered  them.  All  mankind,  Jews  and  Gentiles,  are  born 
slaves  to  sin,  and  dreadful  is  the  misery  which  they  have 
suffered,  and  hopeless  the  prospect  for  the  future,  unless  God 
have  provided  a  way  of  escape.  Now  is  it  likely  that  that  God 
who  had  compassion  on  the  Israelites  in  their  temporal  affliction, 
should  look,  unmoved  and  unpitying,  upon  the  temporal  and 
spiritual  wretchedness  of  the  whole  human  race  ?  Is  it  conceiv 
able  that  those  gracious  cars,  which  heard  the  cries  of  Israel  in 
Egypt,  should  be  deaf  to  the  groans  and  lamentations  of  all  the 
sons  of  men  ?  Is  it  consistent  with  the  Bible-character  of  God 
to  provide  a  remedy  for  temporal  sorrow,  and  yet  furnish  no 
means  of  deliverance  from  everlasting  woe  ?  Is  it  like  our 
Heavenly  Father  to  stretch  out  his  hand  to  save  a  few  of  his 
children  from  Egypt,  and  yet  leave  the  great  majority  to  perish 
in  ignorance  and  sin?  Blessed  be  God,  who,  in  his  great  mercy, 
sent  Jews  to  our  forefathers  to  tell  us  of  the  blood  of  another 
and  greater  passover,  which  can  preserve  Gentiles  as  well  as 
Jews  from  the  wrath  to  come. 


raw  lanoa  rroa 

"  Messiah,  our  passover,  is  sacrificed  for  us  ;  "  and  therefore  we 
too  keep  the  feast,  and  join  in  the  hymn  of  thanksgiving, 
"  Blessed  be  the  Lord  God  of  Israel,  for  He  hath  visited  and 
redeemed  his  people."  You  remember  the  paschal  lamb  of 
Egypt.  We  can  say  — 

:  Dbisn  ba  rnsfcn  ns  «^IDH  trnbs  na?  nan 

"  Behold  the  Lamb  of  God,  that  taketh  away  the  sin  of  the 
world."  You  remember  the  sprinkling  of  blood  that  delivered 
your  fathers  from  temporal  death.  A\  e  rejoice  because, 
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ci 

"  The  blood  of  Jesus,  the  Messiah,  cleanseth  us  from  all  sin." 
You  remember  how,  four  days  before  the  Passover,  it  was 
necessary  to  select  a  lamb  without  spot  and  without  blemish. 
We  think  of  the  true  Paschal  Lamb,  the  Messiah,  how,  four 
days  before  the  great  sacrifice,  he  came  up  to  Jerusalem,  and 
was  examined  before  the  tribunals,  and  declared  to  be  without 
sin.  Pilate's  testimony  was,  "  Ye  have  brought  this  man  unto 
me,  as  one  that  perverteth  the  people  ;  and,  behold,  I,  having 
examined  him  before  you,  have  found  no  fault  in  this  man 
touching  those  things  whereof  ye  accuse  him  :  no,  nor  yet 
Herod  :  for  I  sent  you  to  him  ;  and  lo,  nothing  worthy  of  death 
is  done  unto  him."  (Luke  xxiii.  14,  15.)  You  remember  how 
the  destroying  angel  passed  over  the  houses  where  the  blood 
was  sprinkled  :  we  look  forward  to  that  more  dreadful  time, 
when  he  shall  come  as  the  Psalmist  describes  :  — 


bssn  VDsb  B?N  anm  bsi  i^nbw 


:  rat  ^r  wn  TITO  ''Ton  ^    ISDS  »  IOT 

"  Our  God  shall  come,  and  shall  not  keep  silence  :  a  fire  shall 
devour  before  him,  and  it  shall  be  very  tempestuous  round 
about  him.  He  shall  call  to  the  heavens  from  above,  and  to 
the  earth,  that  he  may  judge  his  people.  Gather  my  saints 
together  unto  me  :  those  that  have  made  a  covenant  with  me  by 
sacrifice"  (Ps.  1.  3—5.)  And  we  hope  to  be  found  amongst 
that  number,  and  that  the  blood  of  the  true  Sacrifice  will  then 
deliver  us.  It  is  evident  that  the  Psalmist  here  is  not  speaking 
of  the  sacrifices  of  the  temple,  for  immediately  after  we  read  — 


-p  rrrsHi     s-ia^  mmsi 
^bi^n  -jrrms  -pnst  ^  w     .  ^DS 
:  nmny  "pniMbano  ^D  "jn^nn  nps  wb 

"  Hear,  O  my  people,  and  I  will  speak  ;  O  Israel,  and  I  will 
testify  against  thee  :  I  am  God,  even  thy  God.  I  will  not 
reprove  thee  for  thy  sacrifices  or  thy  burnt  offerings,  to  have 
been  continually  before  me.  I  will  take  no  bullock  out  of  thy 
house,  nor  he  goats  out  of  thy  folds."  Here  God  plainly 
excepts  the  offerings  of  bulls  and  goats,  and  thereby  overthrows 
the  exposition  of  llashi  and  others,  who  say  that  the  covenant 
and  sacrifices  here  alluded  to  are  the  same  as  those  described 
at  the  giving  of  the  law,  when  Moses  said,  "  Behold  the  blood 
of  the  covenant,"  &c.  (Exod.  xxiv.  8.)  The  sacrifices  then 
offered  were  "burnt-offerings  and  peace-offerings  of  oxen," 
which  God  here  declares  that  he  will  not  accept.  Besides,  God 
is  not  speaking  of  many  sacrifices,  but  of  one  sacrifice 
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He  is  moreover  speaking  of  one  great  sacrifice,  by  virtue  of 
which  sinful  men  may  stand  before  him  as  saints  at  the  great 
day  of  judgment,  and  obtain  mercy.  This  certainly  cannot 
mean  the  sacrifices  of  the  Mosaic  covenant  at  Sinai,  for  by 
reason  of  that  sacrifice,  they  will  appear  as  guilty  sinners  who 
have  broken  God's  covenant,  as  he  himself  says— 

:  TP-Q  ns  vnsn  rron  it&N 

"  Which  my  covenant  they  brake."  (Jer.  xxxi.  32.)  At  that 
solemn  hour  the  Mosaic  covenant  will  only  condemn,  and 
therefore  cannot  be  meant  here.  Indeed  the  rabbies  appear  to 
have  felt  the  untenablencss  of  this  exposition,  and  therefore 
invented  another  figurative  one — 

rp-a  bs  *o  urn  tm 

:  mbm 

"  There  is  also  an  allegorical  interpretation  referring  it  to  the 
covenant  of  circumcision,  which  Israel  has  faithfully  adhered 
to  in  the  captivity."  (Kimchi,  in  loc.)  But  this  exposition  is 
as  unfounded  as  the  former.  Circumcision  is  never  called  a 
sacrifice  in  Scripture.  Neither  will  it  serve  a  man  in  the  day 
of  judgment.  What  then  is  the  sacrifice  which  is  here 
intended  ?  We  answer,  the  true  Passover,  the  blood  of  the 
Messiah,  whereby  the  new  covenant  is  ratified.  Some  object 
that  the  shedding  of  blood  is  altogether  unnecessary — that  if 
God  will  forgive  at  all,  he  can  forgive  without  atonement  or 
sacrifice.  But  this  objection  will  equally  affect  the  sacrifice  of 
the  first  Passover.  On  the  very  same  grounds,  we  may  say, 
What  necessity  was  there  for  killing  a  lamb,  and  sprinkling 
its  blood  upon  the  door-posts  ?  The  directions  given  by  Moses 
are  very  striking—"  Kill  the  passover.  And  ye  shall  take  a 
bunch  of  hyssop,  and  dip  it  in  the  blood  that  is  in  the  bason, 
and  strike  the  lintel  and  the  two  side  posts  with  the  blood  that 
is  in  the  bason ;  and  none  of  you  shall  go  out  at  the  door  of  his 
house  until  the  morning.  For  the  Lord  will  pass  through  to 
smite  the  Egyptians  ;  and  when  he  seeth  the  blood  upon  the 
lintel,  and  on  the  two  side  posts,  the  Lord  will  pass  over  the  door, 
and  will  not  suffer  the  destroyer  to  come  in  unto  your  houses 
to  smite  you."  (Exod.  xii.  21—23.)  Surely  the  blood  was 
not  necessary  to  make  known  to  him  which  house  belonged  to 
an  Israelite.  He  could  have  saved  them  as  well  without  the 
blood  as  with  it.  Why  then  destroy  the  life  of  a  lamb,  and 
give  them  all  tliis  trouble  ?  Suppose  that  an  Israelite  had 
thus  argued  at  that  time,  had  refused  to  kill  the  passover,  or 
having  killed  it,  had  neglected  to  sprinkle  the  blood,  or  having 
done  both,  was  not  content  to  abide  in  his  house,  but  had  gone 
forth  before  the  morning,  what  would  have  been  the  con- 
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sequence  ?  Certain  punishment.  God  was  indeed  determined 
to  save  Israel,  but  only  in  a  certain  way  :  and  he  that  did  not 
choose  to  submit  to  God's  method,  would  naturally  lose  the 
benefit  of  his  appointment.  Our  business  is  not  to  argue  with 
God,  but  having  ascertained  His  will,  to  submit  to  it.  Inquire, 
then,  what  God  means  by  "his  saints  who  have  made  a 
covenant  with  Him  by  sacrifice ; "  and  endeavour  to  enter 
into  that  covenant,  that  when  He  appears  to  judgment,  ye 
may  be  gathered  unto  Him.  If  the  Christian  view  be  not  the 
true  one,  then  since  the  destruction  of  the  temple  there  has 
been  no  sacrifice,  and  no  way  of  entering  into  that  covenant 
with  Him.  You  observe  the  season — you  abstain  from  leaven 
— but  there  is  no  sacrifice.  The  main,  yea  the  essential, 
element  of  the  Passover  is  wanting.  The  lamb  cannot  be  slain. 
And  even  if  it  could  be,  if  you  had  again  a  temple  and  a  high- 
priest,  and  all  the  service  of  a  sanctuary,  still  the  sacrifice  of 
the  Passover  would  only  be  a  memorial  of  mercies  long  since 
gone  by.  It  would  be  no  real  atonement  for  your  sins,  and 
when  you  had  slain  it,  and  eaten  of  it,  the  question  would  still 
remain,  How  am  I,  a  sinner,  to  appear  in  the  presence  of  the 
righteous  Judge  ? 

The  first  part  of  this  paper  will  have  shown  you,  that  we  are 
firm  believers  in  the  future  glory  and  blessedness  of  Israel ; 
that  we  do  not,  therefore,  in  offering  you  our  hope  for  eternity, 
wish  to  deprive  you  of  your  own  hopes  for  time.  No,  we  wish 
you  every  blessing  which  God  has  promised  by  the  mouth  of 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  and  can  affectionately  join  in  the 
words — 

:  n^btprpn  n«nn  nntpb 

If  it  should  please  God  to  spare  us  all  to  see  the  re-union  of 
all  the  families  of  the  earth,  we  should  rejoice  to  unite  with 
others  in  acknowledging  "  that  ye  are  the  seed  whom  the  Lord 
has  blessed."  But  we  should  rejoice  a  thousandfold  more  to 
meet  you  in  the  heavenly  Jerusalem,  and  to  mingle  our  voices 
with  yours  in  singing, 

"  Worthy  is  the  Lamb  that  was  slain  to  receive  power,  and 
riches,  and  wisdom,  and  strength,  and  honour,  and  glory,  and 
blessing."  Amen. 
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No.  XIII. 

SEVERITY  OF   THE  RABBINIC   ORDINANCES. 

THE  feast  of  the  Passover,  ordained  as  a  metnorial  of  past 
mercies,  has  at  the  same  time  served  to  remind  us  of  another 
deliverance  necessary  both  for  Jew  and  Gentile,  and  also  of  a 
happy  time  when  "  there  shall  be  one  fold  and  one  shepherd  " 
— "  One  LORD  and  His  name  One."  But  the  blessed  anticipa 
tions  of  the  future  cannot,  and  ought  not,  withdraw  our  thoughts 
from  the  reality  of  the  present.  That  happy  time  is  not  yet 
come.  Jews  and  Christians  are  not  yet  agreed  as  to  the  articles 
of  faith ;  and  this  feast  of  the  Passover  especially  directs  our 
attention  to  the  cause  and  origin  of  the  difference.  At  this 
solemn  season  of  the  year,  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  condemned 
by  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  and  by  them  delivered  to  the 
Roman  power  to  be  executed  as  a  malefactor.  One  portion  of 
the  Jewish  nation,  and  that  the  majority,  concurred  in  the 
judgment  of  the  rulers.  Another  portion,  at  first  small,  but 
ultimately  considerable  in  number  and  station,  arraigned  the 
justice  of  the  sentence,  and  professed  their  faith  in  His  Messiah- 
ship.  The  question  between  Jews  and  Christians  at  present  is, 
which  of  these  two  portions  of  the  Jewish  nation  was  in  the 
right.  In  these  papers  we  have  taken  up  this  simple  position, 
that  the  religious  system  of  those  who  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the  prophets,  and  is  therefore  false ; 
whilst  the  doctrines  of  Him,  that  was  rejected,  are  in  conformity 
with  those  writings,  and  must  therefore  be  true.  When  we 
say  that  the  rabbinical  system  is  false,  we  do  not  mean  that  the 
Pharisees  held  no  truth.  On  the  contrary,  we  showed  in  our 
last  number  that  some  of  their  expectations  were  agreeable  to 
the  Word  of  God,  and  therefore  true.  All  we  intend  is,  that 
the  peculiarities  of  Rabbinism  of  which  the  system  is  composed 
are  erroneous.  The  laws  relating  to  the  present  festival  furnish 
us  with  abundant  proof  of  our  assertion.  The  Divine  commands 
relating  to  it  exhibit  the  care,  consideration,  and  condescension 
of  God  in  providing  an  opportunity  of  instruction,  a  time  of 
relaxation,  and  a  season  of  joy  for  the  poor  as  well  as  the  rich. 
The  rabbinical  laws,  on  the  other  hand,  are  burdensome,  op 
pressive,  and  hurtful,  especially  to  the  poor  and  unlearned. 

We  take  our  first  proof  from  one  of  the  laws  relating  to  the 
niDlID  372~lS  "  the  four  cups" — God  has  given  a  simple  com 
mand  to  Israel  to  make  known  to  their  children  the  reasons  for 
the  feast,  "im  "pnb  rnnm  "  And  thou  shalt  declare  unto 
thy  son  in  that  day,  saying,  This  is  done  because  of  that  which 
the  Lord  did  unto  me,  when  I  came  forth  out  of  Egypt." 
(Exod.  xiii.  8.)  In  order  to  fulfil  this  command,  a  sort  of 
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liturgy  has  been  composed,  much  of  which  is  solemn  and 
beautiful  :  and  a  ceremonial  appointed,  of  which  one  ordinance 
is,  that  there  should  be  four  cups  or  glasses  of  wine. 


mnt^b  n^n  trtzn  ^n  trt£ns  7*0  inm  "rns 

ib  7\nrns  7^1  7^  bt»  HIDID  rms  n?n  nb^bn. 


"  All  persons,  whether  men  or  women,  are  obligated  on  this 
night  to  drink  four  cups  (or  glasses)  of  wine,  and  this  number 
is  not  to  be  diminished/'  (Hilchoth  Chometz,  c.  vii.)  As  to 
the  ceremony  of  the  four  cups,  the  circumstances  connected  with 
them  evidently  show  that  they  are  not  for  the  purpose  of  revelry, 
but  part  of  a  solemn  religious  observance. 

pntt   ibbn   mo*o   3n^wn   Dim  DID  bD 

Vb9    1E1M    7127S")     DID     *  riSin?     VJ22     HD-a 

DID   •  rmnn  ns  vbr  snip  ^tr>  DID  »  cvn 
n«  vbr  naii  ^^n  DID   *  7*!t^n  nsnn  vb^7  -pnn 
:  -i^n  HD-ID  vb3?  -pDtti  bbnn 

"Over  each  of  these  four  cups  a  benediction  is  to  be  pro 
nounced.  Over  the  first  cup  is  said  the  consecration  of  the  day. 
Over  the  second  cup  the  Haggadah  is  read.  Over  the  third  cup 
the  benediction  for  food  is  pronounced.  And  over  the  fourth 
the  Hallel  is  completed,  and  the  benediction  for  the  song  pro 
nounced."  (Ibid.)  With  a  solemn  religious  ordinance  it  is  not 
for  us  to  find  fault.  On  the  contrary,  in  these  and  their  other 
prayers,  we  earnestly  wish  the  Jews  the  blessing  of  God,  and 
the  spirit  of  grace  and  supplication.  But  when  we  find  this 
human  institution  imposed  as  a  burden  upon  the  conscience,  and 
the  observance  of  it  exacted  from  those  who  have  not  the  means 
of  gaining  their  daily  bread,  we  must  protest  against  it  as  harsh 
and  oppressive.  Now  in  the  oral  law  this  requirement  is 
made. 

nD37  7"  ib   7^12  ^ 
nn  -nDab  T"1^  '  HIDID  3?:n«B  ib 
DID  D^p  csa?  ran  bi?  -p£D^   sbi    D^DH  msa 
ib  ^a?  na  TID»'»  7Db  ntDbarn  n^p  sb 
is  7" 


"  Whosoever  has  not  got  wine  transgresses  a  command  of  the 
Rabbles,  for  they  have  said,  that  there  is  to  be  no  diminution 
from  the  four  cups.  And  it  is  necessary  to  sell  what  he  has  in 
order  to  keep  the  command  of  the  wise  men.  He  is  not  to 
depend  upon  the  bread,  for  if  he  fulfil  the  command  concerning 
one  cup,  he  has  not  fulfilled  that  respecting  the  three.  There 
fore  let  him  sell  what  he  has,  and  furnish  the  expense,  until  he 
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procure  wine  or  raisins."  (Arbah  Tur.  Orach  Chaiim,  483.)  It 
may  be  replied,  that  the  congregation  furnishes  those  who  have 
not  the  means.  But  what  is  to  become  of  those  who  have 
displeased  the  dispensers  of  the  congregation's  bounty,  or  what 
is  a  Jew  to  do,  who  is  living  alone  in  the  midst  of  Gentiles,  as 
is  frequently  the  case,  particularly  in  this  country  ?  If  he  be  a 
conscientious  liabbinist  he  must  either  grieve  his  conscience  by 
transgression,  or  sell  what  he  may  not  be  well  able  to  spare. 
The  same  may  also  be  said  of  the  unleavened  cakes.  The 
Rabbies  have  given  so  many  directions  about  the  lawful  mode 
of  preparing  them,  as  to  make  it  almost  impossible  for  a  Jew, 
living  at  a  distance  from  a  congregation,  to  keep  the  com 
mand,  and  to  keep  the  poor  in  a  state  of  perpetual  bondage  to 
the  synagogue,  if  they  wish  to  be  supplied  by  the  bounty  of 
the  congregation. 

But  this  utter  want  of  consideration  for  the  poor  is  more 
strikingly  displayed  in  the  institution  and  exaction  of  a  se 
cond  holy  day,  where  God  has  required  the  observance  of  only 
one,  as  the  BLabbies  themselves  acknowledge  in  the  following 
passage  :  — 

nbsn 


rrrcsn  mron 

-  m  ptrwi  HDD   bu?   ^ntm  prawn 
raiinb  insm  mmnran  an  avm 


mra 


bsb 


-iraw  is 


"  These  are  the  six  days  on  which  the  Scripture  has  forbidden 
the  doing  of  work.  The  first  and  seventh  day  of  Passover:  the 
first  and  eighth  day  of  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  :  the  day  of  the 
Feast  of  Weeks,  and  the  first  day  of  the  seventh  month  ;  and 
these  days  are  called  holy  days.  The  sabbatism  of  all  is  alike  ; 
it  is  unlawful  on  them  to  do  any  manner  of  work,  excepting 
that  which  is  necessary  for  the  preparation  of  food,  as  it  is  said, 
'  Save  that  which  every  man  must  eat.'  (Exod.  xii.  16.)  " 
(Hilchoth  Join.  Tov.,  c.  i.  1.)  Here  is  an  express  recognition  of 
what  God  has  commanded.  And  yet  the  Scribes  were  not 
content  with  this  ordinance  of  God,  but  have  appointed  the 
observance  of  a  second  day  on  all  these  occasions,  and  have 
annexed  the  sentence  of  excommunication  to  any  transgression 
of  their  command. 


nn 


in 

sbs  vrnab 


nroits 
vb3? 


cnriZ7 

ca  -nos 
sin 
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"  To  us,  who  observe  two  days,  every  thing  that  is  forbidden  on 
the  first  day,  is  also  forbidde"n  on  the  second  day  ;  and  whoso 
ever  makes  light  of  it,  is  to  be  excommunicated.  But  if  he  be 
an  acute  Talmudist  the  excommunication  is  not  to  be  severe,  only 
he  is  to  be  beaten."  (Orach  Chaiim,  496.)  In  the  Yad  Hacha- 
sakah  we  find  the  same  severity,  and  the  same  exception. 


D  br  ^s  'oa?  nita 

bbn^n  bsi   .  *3an  -nos  PIPN-U  "nosa? 
-am  ^n  n:a?n  IPH-I  ba?   ib^si  >3a? 
ainnb  V">n  fr-^a?  r^  rDHban  •pm  mna? 
mm  sb  DS  irns     isa  is  m-na  raa  ims 


"  Although  the  second  holy  day  is  only  of  the  words  of  the 
Scribes,  every  thing  that  is  forbidden  on  the  first  day,  is 
forbidden  on  it  also.  And  every  one  who  professes  the 
second  holy  day,  even  that  of  the  new  year,  whether  it  be  in 
a  matter  relating  to  the  sabbatism,  or  by  work,  or  by  going 
beyond  the  Sabbath  limit,  is  to  receive  the  beating  denounced 
against  rebellion,  or  to  be  excommunicated,  unless  he  be  a 
learned  man."  (Hilchoth  Jom.  Tov.,  c.  i.  24.)  The  hard 
ship,  oppression,  and  severity  of  this  ordinance  are  apparent 
at  first  sight,  and  are  severely  felt  by  many  a  poor  Jew  in 
this  city,  who  hardly  knows  how  to  get  bread  for  himself 
and  his  children.  In  every  case  it  robs  him  in  one  week  of 
two  days,  on  which  God  has  allowed  him  to  work,  and  to 
endeavour  to  gain  a  livelihood.  But  if  the  first  day  of  a 
festival  happen  on  a  Thursday,  then  that  day,  Friday,  and 
Saturday,  he  dare  not  do  anything  to  earn  the  means  of 
subsistence  for  his  family.  Sunday  is  the  Christian  Sabbath, 
so  that  in  one  week  four  successive  days  are  lost,  and  in  the 
following  week  four  more.  What,  then,  is  the  poor  man 
to  do  ?  If  he  does  not  work,  his  children  may  starve  ;  if 
he  makes  use  of  the  time  allowed  him  by  his  merciful  God, 
and  pursues  his  daily  occupations,  he  transgresses  a  com 
mand  of  unmerciful  men,  and  renders  himself  obnoxious 
to  his  more  bigoted  brethren.  True  that  they  cannot  now 
beat  him  with  the  stripes  awarded  to  the  rebellious,  and 
that  they  would  hardly  dare,  in  the  present  state  of  things, 
to  excommunicate  him  ;  yet  there  are  other  ways  and  means 
of  persecution  more  secret,  but  equally  sure.  But  whatever 
be  the  present  circumstances,  the  cruel  and  oppressive  spirit 
of  the  oral  law  remains  the  same.  If  the  Itabbinists  had 
the  power,  they  would  soon  proceed  to  excommunicate  and 
flog  all  the  prbfaners  of  the  second  holy  day.  We  appeal, 
then,  to  the  common  sense  of  every  Jew,  and  ask  him,  'What 
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right  have  men  to  rob  the  poor  of  that  time  which  God  hath 
given  them?  or  to  sentence  a  man  who  only  goes  to  get 
bread  for  his  children,  and  in  so  doing  transgresses  none 
of  God's  commandments,  to  excommunication  or  flogging, 
especially  to  that  severe  species  of  flogging  here  specified? 

The  flogging  here  spoken  of  is  called  m~nD  n2E,  "  the 
flogging  of  rebellion,"  and  is  altogether  different  from  that 
merciful  punishment  prescribed  in  the  law.  God  says,  "  And 
it  shall  be,  if  the  wicked  man  be  worthy  to  be  beaten,  that 
the  judge  shall  cause  him  to  lie  down,  and  to  be  beaten 
before  his  face,  according  to  his  fault  by  a  certain  number. 
Forty  stripes  he  may  give  him,  and  not  exceed  ;  lest,  if  he 
should  exceed,  and  beat  him  above  these  with  many  stripes, 
then  thy  brother  should  seem  vile  to  thee."  (Deut.  xxv.  2,  3.) 
Here,  as  everywhere  else,  in  the  midst  of  judgment,  God 
remembers  mercy.  The  Kabbies,  never  satisfied  unless  they 
can  add  to,  or  'diminish  from,  God's  commandments,  have 
reduced  the  number  to  thirty-nine,  lest  they  should  make  any 
mistake.  But  to  compensate  for  tliis  diminution,  they  have 
invented  "  the  flogging  of  rebellion,"  which  is  without  number 
and  without  mercy,  as  may  be  seen  from  the  following  ex 
planation  of  the  Baal  Aruch:  — 

ny\o  ntpy  ib  inst27  ntpy  msa  b^  -niw  '  ^ 
trratw  ssnrp  12  ims  ^SB  n^ra  ir«i  nbib 
bs  -mra?  •»»  pi  nanwo  ro»  sbm  TEIS 
«b:n  -D  sbm  nsDD  sbn  ims  TOE  D^ran 
THEE?  nmn  roB  nniN  ^-np  rrabi 

min 


"  Whosoever  transgresses  an  affirmative  commandment,  for 
instance,  he  was  commanded  to  make  a  tabernacle,  or  a  lulav, 
and  did  not,  he  is  to  be  beaten  until  his  soul  go  out,  without 
any  consideration  of  his  strength,  and  without  dividing  the 
flogging  into  three.  And,  in  like  manner,  whosoever  trans 
gresses  the  words  of  the  wise  men,  he  is  to  be  beaten  without 
number,  and  without  consideration.  Why  is  this  called  the 
flogging  of  rebellion  ?  Because  he  has  rebelled  against  the 
words  of  the  law  and  against  the  words  of  the  Scribes."  (Baal 
Aruch,  in  voc.)  This,  then,  is  the  punishment  denounced 
against  those  who  try  to  get  bread  for  their  children  on  the 
second  holy  day  ;  a  punishment  invented  by  the  Rabbies 
themselves,  not  against  the  immoral  or  the  irreligious,  but 
against  the  transgressors  of  their  own  commandments.  What 
could  have  been  the  spirit,  the  temper,  the  religious  feeling  of 
such  men  ?  Had  they  any  perception  of  the  merciful  character 
of  the  law,  or  any  resemblance  to  the  compassionate  nature  of 
the  God  of  Israel  ?  Can  you  put  any  confidence  in  the  religious 
F  2 
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instruction  of  those  who  would  excommunicate  or  flog  a  fellow- 
creature  to  death  because  he  obeyed  the  instincts  of  nature, 
because  he  could  not  stay  at  home  and  listen  to  the  cries  of  his 
famishing  children,  but  went  forth,  to  prpcure  them  food  in 
the  manner,  and  on  the  day  which  God  had  permitted  him  to 
do  so  ?  These  are  the  men  who  condemned  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
to  death,  and  this  is  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  which  you 
prefer  to  the  mild  and  merciful  doctrines  of  Christianity.  If 
Rabbinism  had  continued  in  its  power,  you  would  ha^re  been 
exposed  to  all  the  severity  of  this  intolerance.  The  triumph  of 
Christianity  has,  in  this  respect,  also  been  a  blessing  to  the 
Jewish  nation,  and  the  power  of  the  followers  of  Jesus  of 
Nazareth  protects  you  from  excommunication  and  corporal 
chastisement. 

The  cruelty  and  hardship  of  the  imposition  of  a  second  holy 
day,  with  such  a  punishment  annexed  appears  not  only  from 
the  circumstance  of  its  being  altogether  a  human  institution, 
but  further,  that  the  original  object  of  its  institution  has  long 
since  ceased.  The  Scribes  appointed  the  observance  of  two 
days  at  a  time,  when  the  feast-days  were  fixed  by  the  ap 
pearance  of  the  moon,  lest  those  at  a  distance  from  Jerusalem 
should  keep  a  wrong  day,  but  now  that  they  are  fixed  by 
calculation,  this  is  altogether  unnecessary. 


rrm  p-nmD  et&  rsrp  run 
I'nn  ]»  rrn  nt  ]int£7n  ^  'prm 

ins  mta   nv   'puns   rnmpsn      m 
IDD    "p^b    Y"1*"1^     mpimn    maipnn 
sttio  ins  j'ni&n  Si?  brjnrp  bs-it^ 
cmrras  anaan  nnru?  sin  nrson  n:pn 

"  In  the  present  time,  when  there  is  no  Sanhedrin,  nor  house 
of  judgment  in  the  land  of  Israel,  the  feasts  are  fixed  by 
calculation,  and  therefore  all  places,  even  those  that  are  remote 
from  the  land  of  Israel,  ought  properly  to  observe  only  one  day 
as  a  holy  day,  as  well  as  the  inhabitants  of  that  country,  for  all 
depend  on  and  fix  the  feast  by  one  and  the  same  calculation  ; 
but  it  is  an  ordinance  of  the  wise  men  to  adhere  diligently  to 
the  custom  of  their  forefathers."  (Hilchoth  Kiddush  Hachodesh, 
c.  v.  5.)  There  is,  therefore,  no  excuse  for  this  burden  imposed 
upon  the  poor,  and  much  less  for  the  cruel  punishments, 
denounced  against  those  Avho  cease  to  observe  what  is  con 
fessedly  an  useless  custom.  How  different  is  the  doctrine  of 
Christianity  with  respect  to  such  days.  No  excommmr  cation, 
no  flogging,  no  imposing  of  burdens  upon  the  consciences  of 
pur  brethren.  The  New  Testament  condemns  even  all  rash 
judgment  in  such  matters.  It  says,  "  Who  art  thou,  that 
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judgeth  another  man's  servant  ?  To  bis  own  master  he  standeth 
or  falleth.  Yea  he  shall  be  holden  up,  for  God  is  able  to  make 
him  stand.  One  man  esteemeth  one  day  above  another  ; 
another  esteemeth  every  day  alike.  Let  every  man  be  fully 
persuaded  in  his  own  mind.  He  that  regardeth  the  day, 
regardeth  it  to  the  Lord  ;  and  he  that  regardeth  not  the  day, 
to  the  Lord  he  doth  not  regard  it.  He  that  eateth,  eateth  to 
the  Lord,  for  he  giveth  God  thanks  ;  and  he  that  eateth  not,  to 
the  Lord  he  eateth  not,  and  giveth  God  thanks.  For  none  of 
us  liveth  to  himself,  and  no  man  dieth  to  himself.  For 
whether  we  live,  we  live  unto  the  Lord,  and  whether  we  die, 
we  die  unto  the  Lord  ;  whether  we  live,  therefore,  or  die,  we 
are  the  Lord's."  (Horn.  xiv.  2  —  8.)  Here  is  the  spirit  of  love 
and  mercy,  and  therefore  the  spirit  of  God.  How  is  it,  then, 
that  Jesus  and  his  disciples  were  able  to  overcome  the  pre 
judices  of  their  times,  and  to  stem  the  torrent  of  authority  and 
learning,  which  was  altogether  in  favour  of  the  opposite 
opinions  ?  How  is  it,  if  they  were  impostors  and  deceivers 
that  they  have  left  a  tolerant  and  merciful  system,  whilst  the 
Scribes  and  Pharisees,  who,  according  to  that  supposition,  were 
the  true  servants  of  God,  have  left  a  religion  of  oppression  and 
cruelty  ?  "  Ye  shall  know  them  by  their  fruits.  Do  men 
gather  grapes  of  thorns,  or  figs  of  thistles  ?  Even  so  every  good 
tree  bringeth  forth  good  fruit,  and  every  evil  tree  bringeth  forth 
evil  fruit.  A  good  tree  cannot  bring  forth  evil  fruit,  neither 
can  a  corrupt  tree  bring  forth  good  fruit."  (Matt.  vii.  16  —  18.) 
This  is  certainly  true  in  nature.  Now  the  Pharisees  have 
brought  forth  evil  fruit,  Jesus  of  Nazareth  and  his  disciples 
have  brought  forth  good  fruit.  What  is  the  conclusion  from 
such  premises  ? 

But  we  have  hitherto  spoken  only  generally  of  the  Insti 
tution  of  a  second  holy  day,  we  have  yet  to  consider  the  details 
of  the  commandment,  which  will  show  still  more  clearly  that 
"  The  Scribes  and  Pharisees  bind  heavy  burdens,  and  grievous 
to  be  borne,  and  lay  them  on  other  men's  shoulders."  (Matt. 
xxiii.  4.)  They  are,  as  usual,  most  exact  in  defining  what  is 
and  is  not  work.  They  say, 


nan  sine?  circa  ^n  mrcs  iiDsrc  s 
msrc  circa  sinrc  pn  nrsba  ^Tb  s^na  IN 
nb^s  -p^  rrn  p  EN  sbs  nits  nvn  -now  sin 
ian  nits  cvn  D'nma  cnrc  o'nm  is  «  nn  ssvm 
nnrcn  ibtsbtsb  -iiDsrc  bm  *  ibs  ninbnn  -isnrrrc 
KSYOI  nb^w  7-nsb  sbs  nits  nvn  ibtsbtsb  -JIDS 
:  nits  cvn  ->mn  nnrcs  nniarc  bni  m 

"  Every  thing  that  is  unlawful  on  the  Sabbath,  either  because 
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it  has  the  appearance  of  work,  or  because  it  leads  to  work,  or  on 
account  of  sabbatising,  is  unlawful  on  a  holy  day,  unless  it  be 
necessary  for  the  preparation  of  food,  and  the  like,  or  such 
things  as  are  allowed  on  the  holy  day,  as  will  be  explained  in 
these  constitutions.  And  every  thing  that  it  is  unlawful  to 
move  on  the  Sabbath,  is  also  unlawful  to  be  moved  on  the  holy 
day,  unless  it  be  necessary  for  food  :  and  every  thing  that  is 
lawful  on  the  Sabbath  is  lawful  on  a  holy  day."  (Hilchoth 
Jom.  Tov.,  c.  i.  17.)  This  law  effectually  ties  up  the  hands  of 
the  poor  Rabbinist.  He  not  only  dare  not  pursue  his  trade, 
but  he  dare  not  make  any  domestic  arrangement,  that  might 
promote  order  in  his  house,  or  conduce  to  his  comfort.  He 
must  not  write  a  letter  to  his  friends,  nor  even  extinguish  a 
fire,  though  it  be  to  save  his  property. 


nvn  rronn  mmnt&  ^  by 
"jTOb  msmn  iVs«  ttfsn  ns 
,  V?D  nb'ON  -pis  in  7^1 
nan  ns  7*a:j!D  v«  -p  rcsn  n« 

*  nan  i«  :nst&  ^ED  npib 
b^nb 
«b« 


*  »  * 


"  Although  it  has  been  pronounced  lawful  to  kindle  fire  on  the 
holy  day,  even  where  not  absolutely  necessary,  yet  it  is  unlaw 
ful  to  extinguish  fire,  even  though  it  had  been  kindled  for  the 
preparation  of  food  ;  for  the  extinguishing  of  fire  is  work,  and 
is  not  at  all  necessary  for  the  dressing  of  food.  And  as  fire  is  not 
to  be  extinguished,  so  neither  is  a  candle  to  be  extinguished 
and  whosoever  extinguishes  is  to  be  flogged,  just  as  he  that 
weaves  or  builds  .....  Fire  is  not  to  be  extinguished, 
in  order  to  save  property  on  a  holy  day,  no  more  than  on 
the  Sabbath.  On  the  contrary,  one  lets  it  bum  and  goes 
away."  (Ibid.,  c.  iv.  2,  4.)  In  the  Arbah  Turim  this  law 
is  laid  down  with  still  more  precision. 


E  cs  pn  ropnn  rrasb  -now  *  *pH73tp  VPS  ns 
:>£  DW  rn  vpwn  sbtz?   n^by  o 
b^nb  v?  it2?ssa7D  spni  «  n-nn 
tz?s  bi?  naan^i  HT  IZ;SD  nan^D^a?  71:0 

an^  ^b  DST  in«  B?M  ib  7^w  cs  bns 
n-npn  7tt7snn  wbry  na  nmnsb  in^a  n-npn 

"  It  is  unlawful  to  extinguish  fire  on  a  holy  day,  even  though  a 
man  should  see  his  house  burning.  It  is  unlawful  to  extinguish 
split  wood,  either  for  tiie  sake  of  saving  it  from  being  burned, 
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or  to  keep  a  pot  from  being  smoked,  that  is  to  say,  if  he  can 
keep  it  from  being  smoked  without  extinguishing  the  fire,  as 
by  removing  it  from  one  fire  to  another.  But  if  he  has  not  got 
another  fire,  and  if  the  pot  must  be  smoked  unless  he  extinguish 
it,  then  the  extinguishing  is  lawful,  that  the  pot  may  not  be 
smoked."  (Orach  Chaiim,  514.)  Now  we  put  it  to  the  common 
sense  of  every  Jew,  whether  in  these  laws  there  be  justice, 
mercy,  and  religion ;  or  hardship,  inconsideration,  and  absur 
dity? 


No.  XIV. 
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THE  oral  law  says,  as  we  saw  in  our  last,  that,  on  a  holy  day, 
it  is  unlawful  to  extinguish  a  fire  in  order  to  save  a  man's  house 
and  property,  but  that  it  is  lawful,  on  the  same  day,  to  do  the 
very  same  thing  to  keep  a  pot  of  cookery  from  being  smoked. 
This  sentence  may  perhaps  appear  wise  and  pious  to  those  who 
have  got  more  houses  than  one,  or  the  means  of  procuring 
them  ;  but  with  respect  to  the  poor  man,  who  in  such  a  case 
loses  his  all,  and  must  see  his  family  left  without  a  roof  over 
their  heads  or  a  bed  to  lie  on,  this  decision  is  as  cruel  as  it  is 
senseless.  There  is,  however,  a  tyranny  more  dreadful  than  that 
which  affects  only  the  temporal  condition  of  men.  The  spiritual 
despotism,  which  burdens  and  fetters  the  conscience  and 
enslaves  the  soul,  is  more  intolerable  still.  Under  temporal 
losses  a  man's  mind  may  be  supported  by  a  sense  of  religion  ; 
but  when  his  religion,  by  the  multiplicity  and  rigour,  and 
intricacy  of  its  requirements,  becomes  his  tormentor,  man  is 
bereft  of  his  last  consolation.  The  religion  of  the  oral  law 
appears  to  us  to  be  of  this  character,  and  its  enactments  with 
regard  to  the  holy  days  ^-ill  serve  to  justify  this  our  opinion. 
We  have  seen  already,  that  it  requires  two  days'  cessation  from 
business,  where  God  requires  only  one,  and  that  the  general  rule 
is,  Whatsoever  is  unlawful  on  the  Sabbath,  is  unlawful  on  the 
holy  day,  with  one  exception.  The  Scribes,  however,  were  not 
content  with  this,  they  have  contrived  to  invent  something, 
which,  though  lawful  on  the  Sabbath,  is  on  these  days  unlawful. 
They  say,  that  there  is  a  certain  class  of  things  which,  if  not 
deliberately  destined  the  day  before  for  the  use  of  the  holy  day, 
are  unlawful.  To  this  class  they  give  the  name  of  ri!£pvb 
Muktzeh,  which  literally  signifies  "separated  or  cut  off,"  but 
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which,  for  shortness'  sake  and  for  want  of  a  better  word  in 
English,  we  shall  call  "  undestined" 


TID^  raan   vstz?  rra  mta   avn 
ova?  ^oa  nntpn  "imai  nita  ovn  -nos 
:  *a  btbtb  iwn^  wna?  n^pi^n  in  now  raipa  bp 

"  There  is  on  the  holy  day  one  thing  which  is  not  found  on  the 
Sabbath,  and  that  is,  the  forbidding  of  the  undestined,  for  the 
undestined  is  unlawful  on  the  holy  day,  and  is  lawful  on  the 
Sabbath.  Because  the  holy  day  is  less  sacred  than  the  Sabbath, 
they  forbade  the  undestined  on  that  day,  lest  persons  should  be 
led  to  make  light  of  it."  (Hilchoth  Jom.  Tov.  c.  i.  17.) 


Tuzn  c^n  binb  rnaiyn  nbtnnn  T^ 
rmnob   vrairn   nr^at   -pia?   wi 

na  binsb  -nosi  ?n  nspna  ?nn  SSVDI  ibs 
arrbs  mt&rm  mma  nmw    ^ 


"  For  instance,  a  hen  that  is  kept  for  the  purpose  of  hatching 
eggs,  and  an  ox  that  is  kept  for  ploughing,  pigeons  in  a  pigeon 
house,  and  fruits  that  are  kept  for  sale,  all  these  and  the  like 
are  undestined,  and  it  is  unlawful  to  eat  of  them  on  a  holy  day, 
unless  a  man  destine  them  on  the  eve  preceding,  and  form  an 
intention  to  eat  them."  (Ibid.)  By  this  law  a  numerous  class  of 
things  is  forbidden,  which  God  has  no  where  forbidden,  and 
fresh  chains  are  forged  for  the  conscience.  An  unlearned  man 
can  hardly  tell  what  does  or  does  not  belong  to  the  class,  and  if 
he  be  in  doubt  must  first  go  to  the  rabbi,  before  he  can  eat  or 
make  use  of  any  thing  doubtful  ;  for  this  definition  extends  not 
only  to  eatables,  but  to  other  things,  as  for  instance,  fuel. 
Suppose,  for  example,  that  a  man  or  a  family  had  eaten  nuts  or 
almonds  on  the  eve  of  the  holy  day,  is  it  lawful  or  unlawful  to 
burn  the  shells  on  the  holy  day  itself?  The  Word  of  God 
leaves  the  Jew  at  perfect  liberty  to  do  as  he  pleases,  but  the 
oral  law  tells  him  that  he  may  by  doing  either  commit  a  great 
sin.  If  he  cannot  resolve  his  scruples  in  this  matter,  he  must 
be  content  to  go  to  the  rabbi  or  some  learned  man,  and  submit 
to  his  decision,  and  thus  every  unlearned  and  devout  Jew  is 
brought  into  complete  captivity  to  the  decisions  of  the  learned. 
Another  very  similar  law,  and  tending  to  the  same  bondage,  is 
that  which  makes  any  thing  that  is  born  or  comes  into  existence 
on  the  holy  day,  unlawful. 


-p  SIB  tavn  TID« 
N  bn«  mrs  orb  ^on  birn 
.mto  cvb  na^n  rare  sbi 
:  rmD«  raipn  nnw  mto  DYO  mbiatp 
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"  And  as  the  un  destined  is  unlawful  on  the  holy  day,  so  also 
what  is  born  is  unlawful.  On  a  common  day  a  man  may 
destine  things  f  jr  the  Sabbath,  and  also  for  the  holy  day.  But 
on  a  holy  day  things  may  not  be  destined  for  the  Sabbath,  4 
nor  on  the  Sabbath  for  the  holy  day,  therefore  an  egg  that  is 
laid  on  the  holy  day  after  the  Sabbath  is  unlawful."  (Ibid.) 
Now  not  to  speak  of  the  minute  trifling  of  this  law,  there  are 
cases  where  it  may  become  very  oppressive.  Suppose  that  by 
some  means  an  unlawful  egg  should  get  amongst  a  number  of 
lawful  eggs,  they  would  all  become  unlawful. 


"  Yea,  though  it  should  be  mixed  up  amongst  a  thousand, 
they  are  all  unlawful."  It  is  true  that  the  rabbies  endeavour 
to  guard  against  such  an  accident,  by  forbidding  the  removal 
of  such  an  egg  on  the  holy  day  ;  but  a  Gentile  or  a  child 
might,  through  inadvertently  putting  such  an  egg  amongst 
others,  produce  great  inconvenience  or  even  loss,  and  to  this 
the  poor  man  must  submit,  or  burden  his  conscience  with  a 
wilful  transgression.  But  this  law  forbidding  to  eat  or 
move  whatsoever  comes  into  existence  on  the  holy  day  ex 
tends  beyond  the  class  of  eatables.  Wood  accidentally  broken 
on  this  day  belongs  to  this  class,  and  it  is  therefore  unlawful 
to  use  it  as  fuel,  or  to  move  it.  In  like  manner,  ashes  of 
wood  that  has  been  burnt  on  the  holy  day,  is  considered 
as  having  come  into  existence,  and  it  is  a  sin  to  move  it, 
when  once  it  has  cooled.  And  again,  if  a  fire  should  go  out 
on  the  holy  day,  it  is  a  grave  question  whether  the  fuel  that 
remains  may  be  kindled  again. 

Thus  the  conscience  is  burdened  with  definitions  of  un 
lawful,  but  the  directions  about  things  lawful  are  quite  as 
numerous  and  perplexing.  For  instance,  it  is  lawful  to  make 
a  fire  on  a  holy  day,  and  to  put  on  the  pot  for  cooking, 
but  an  unlearned  man  or  woman  may  commit  a  sin  in  the 
mode  of  doing  it,  and,  therefore,  the  Baal  Turim  says, 


7ns  mnp   mbr   ^msi   trsn 
rrm  sbo?  nrrbs  rrr-rpn  n^rum  t 

rmrr    m    I^S-T    pn     n»vr 
brnb  HIDED     .  -HE? 


"  When  one  makes  a  fire  and  puts  on  a  pot,  it  is  necessary 
to  be  very  careful  in  the  arranging  of  the  wood,  and  the  mode 
of  setting  the  pot  upon  it,  so  that  there  should  be  no  re 
semblance  to  budding,  for  Rav  Judah  has  said,  every  pile 
of  wood  begun  from  the  top  to  the  bottom  is  lawful,  from  the 
bottom  to  the  top  is  unlawful."  (Orach  Chaiim,  502.)  For 
F  3 


106  SEVERITY  AND  ARTIFICE. 

this  reason  very  minute  directions  are  given  for  the  per 
formance  of  each  of  these  operations.  The  fire  is  to  be  made 
in  the  following  manner:  — 


ns  -pir  Minim  mta  nvn  mvr»  namn 
nm^an  -no^is   ^   nt  bs?   nt 

-I1DM    W37    ^32   Hinitf   ^Q  by 

1^3    »  ^3122  "pw  IN  212-122 

vnnn  -inMi  vnnn  nnM  rp3»i  nstt       ^  rr»3B 


'•He  that  makes  a  pile  of  fire  on  a  holy  day,  when  he  is 
arranging  the  wood,  is  not  to  lay  one  piece  upon  another, 
so  as  to  make  an  orderly  arrangement,  for  that  looks  as  if 
he  were  building  ;  and  although  it  be  an  accidental  building 
it  is  unlawful.  But  either  he  is  to  scatter  the  wrood  in  con 
fusion,  or  to  arrange  them  with  some  variation.  How  so? 
He  is  to  lay  one  piece  at  the  top,  and  another  piece  under  it, 
and  another  under  that,  until  it  reaches  the  ground."  (Hil- 
choth  Jom.  Tov.  c.  iv.  14.)  In  like  manner  the  pot  is  not 
to  be  placed  upon  stones,  or  whatever  else  is  to  support  it, 
but  is  to  be  held  up,  and  the  support  placed  under  it  ;  and 
so  with  other  things.  The  great  principle  is,  that  some 
difference  is  to  be  made  between  the  work  done  on  the  holy 
day  and  on  a  common  day,  and  therefore  in  the  carrying 
of  wine,  or  wood,  or  other  things,  they  are  not  to  be  carried 
in  a  basket,  nor  as  usual,  but  on  the  shoulder  or  in  some  ex 
traordinary  way.  Now,  as  the  speculations  of  men  'who  had 
not  much  to  do,  or  who  chose  to  devote  the  powers  that  God 
had  given  them  to  such  mmuti£e,  these  things  hardly  appear 
as  harmless  ;  but  when  imposed  as  a  burden  upon  the  con 
sciences  of  others,  they  are  utterly  unjustifiable,  and  if  they 
were  found  in  the  New  Testament,  they  would  furnish 
abundant  matter  for  Jewish  wit  and  ridicule.  They  would 
naturally  say,  what,  is  this  the  religion  that  the  Messiah 
came  to  teach?  Had  he  nothing  better  to  do  than  to  look 
after  the  making  of  fires,  and  the  putting  on  of  pots  ?  But 
this  is  not  the  religion  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  nor  of  his 
apostles.  There  is  nothing  similar  in  the  New  Testament. 
This  is  the  religion,  and  these  the  laws  of  those  who  reject 
him. 

But  this  system  of  minute  legislation  has  another  and  a 
worse  consequence  ;  it  leads  to  difficulty,  and  the  difficulty 
leads  to  artifice,  and  thus  the  mind,  instead  of  being  im 
proved  and  benefited,  is  actually  corrupted  by  the  practice 
of  this  rabbinical  religion.  Thus  the  oral  law  says,  that  it 
is  unlawful  on  a  holy  day  to  cook  food  for  the  following  day, 
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especially  for  a  common  day,  but  that  if  any  of  the  food 
remain  it  is  lawful.  What  is  the  consequence  ?  Naturally 
that  more  food  is  prepared  than  is  necessary  for  the  holy  day 
because  they  know  that  this  may  be  eaten  the  day  after. 
And  this  is  no  imaginary  deduction  of  ours,  it  is  a  case  pro 
pounded  most  fully,  and  allowed  by  the  rabbies. 

^bttp  ^  by  ?\&  -ion  rrrnp  ntps  nsbas 
biz?  rran  cinm  sb^n  .  nns  np^nfib  sbs 
sbtta  .  -rns  ]in^pb  sbs  -p-is  ^^  >D  ^ 
ins  nssb  sbs  n^ns  na^sttf  ^  bs  *)M  nD 
nbim  *ns>  ns«3  s^n  -rnnn  rania  nontz? 
irstt?  ^Q  bs  *|N  nnN  n^  ^^^  m^nn 

:  nn  ssva  b^  731  nns  n^nnb  sb« 

"  A  woman  may  fill  a  pot  with  meat,  though  she  wants  only 
one  piece.  A  cook  may  fill  a  boiler  with  water,  though  he 
wants  only  the  least  quantity.  A  woman  may  fill  an  oven 
with  bread,  though  she  want  only  one  loaf,  for  when  the 
oven  is  full,  the  bread  bakes  better.  A  man  may  salt  a 
great  many  pieces  of  meat  at  once,  although  he  require 
only  one  piece;  and  so  with  similar  things."  (Hilchoth 
Jom.  Tov.  c.  i.  10.)  Now  t'liis  is  plainly  an  evasion  of  what 
is  considered  a  Divine  command.  In  like  manner  the  oral 
law  forbids  the  preparing  of  food  for  Gentiles. 

is  D^  b^snb  VT:D  mto  cTa  rbttnm  7^is  7^s 
sbi  Dsb  o^b  nti?!^  "mb  sin  -msarc 


"It  is  unlawful  to  bake  or  to  cook  on  a  holy  day,  in  order 
to  feed  Gentiles  or  dogs  ;  for  it  is  said,  '  That  only  may  be 
done  for  you.'  (Exod  xii.  16.)  '  For  you,'  and  not  for 
Gentiles.  '  For  you,'  and  not  for  dogs."  (Ibid.)  The 
principle  of  this  decision  may  lead  to  several  difficulties  : 
first,  a  Jew  may  have  Gentiles  in  his  employ  and  service 
whom  he  boards,  what  is  he  to  do  then  ?  This  difficulty  he 
may  get  over  in  the  manner  just  mentioned,  by  having  more 
cooked  than  he  wants,  then  it  is  lawful  for  the  Gentile  to 
eat  of  the  surplus.  But  suppose  a  Gentile  and  a  Jew  had 
a  beast  in  partnership,  and  cither  wished  to  have  it 
slaughtered  on  the  holy  day,  is  it  lawful  for  a  Jew  to 
slaughter  it?  According  to*  the  above  decision,  it  would 
appear  not,  for  it  is  preparing  food  to  feed  a  Gentile  ;  but 
the  rabbies  have  found  out  a  reason  for  evading  the  command. 

msrn  ^a  btp  msnt 
b"osb  -IE?SS  ^stp  aits  cvn 

:  ncrnu? 
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"A  beast  which  partly  belongs  to  a  Gentile  and  partly  to 
an  Israelite,  may  lawfully  be  slaughtered  on  a  holy  day,  for 
it  is  impossible  to  eat  the  size  of  an  olive  of  the  meat,  if 
it  be  not  slaughtered  by  a  Jew."  (Ibid.)  This,  also,  is 
nothing  more  nor  less  than  an  evasion.  But  now  suppose 
that  a  Jew  finds  on  a  holy  day,  and  after  he  has  eaten 
his  meals,  that  a  beast  belonging  to  him  is  likely  to  die, 
and  that  therefore  he  is  likely  to  lose  it  altogether,  what 
is  he  to  do?  The  oral  law  lays  it  down  that  it  is  unlawful 
to  slaughter  for  the  following  day,  and  yet  if  it  die  without 
slaughtering,  it  must  be  totally  unlawful  to  eat.  In  this 
case  there  is  a  saving  clause  which  removes  the  difficulty. 

rrnis  toint^  sb  rumon  n»nn  ib 

niDNb  bsvtp  STP  p  ON  «b« 
nra  tainap  «b^  *nD   .  DV  TOran  ^bs  nno 

:  binn  bo^u?  na 

"  He  that  has  a  beast  near  unto  death  must  not  slaughter  it  on 
a  holy  day,  unless  he  knows  that  he  can  eat  of  its  flesh  the  size 
of  an  olive,  roasted,  whilst  it  is  still  day,  that  he  may  not 
slaughter  on  a  holy  day  what  is  to  be  eaten  on  a  common  day." 
(Ibid.)  Here  the  evasion  is  palpable.  The  man  has  already  eaten 
his  meals,  he  knows  that  it  is  not  for  the  holy  day,  that  it  is 
simply  to  save  himself  from  loss,  and  yet  the  oral  law  obliges 
him  to  be  guilty  of  deceit,  and  to  eat  a  minute  particle  of  it,  that 
the  appearance  may  be  kept  up.  If  it  were  intended  mercifully 
to  save  the  poor  from  loss,  why  not  make  it  lawful  at  once, 
without  any  such  condition  ?  Here  the  mercy  of  the  enactment 
is  quite  destroyed  by  the  encouragement  of  deceit.  In  the  same 
way  the  oral  law  forbids  open,  straightforward  buying  and 
selling  on  a  holy  day,  and  yet  prescribes  a  method  of  evasion. 


nan  -inn  ^b  jn  mtab  DIN  IEN^  sb 
br  pnttfn  ^ttns  nn^bi  pbn  ^n  IN  pbn  ^ 

"  A  man  must  not  say  to  a  butcher,  Give  me  meat  for  so  much 
money,  only,  Give  a  portion,  or  half  a  portion,  and  on  the 
morrow  they  settle  the  account  as  to  its  value."  (Ibid.  c.  iv.  20.) 

IN  ib!£N  b^nn  ron  IN  ^lan  b^N  DTN  ~[bin 
msisn  nittra  IDEE  npibi  ib^N  bmn  DDDH 
sbi  D^ETT  DIE?  ib  TOP  Nbtp  Nim  nsT^fi?  HE 


"  A  man  may  go  to  his  accustomed  shopkeeper,  or  shepherd,  or 
grazier,  and  take  from  him  cattle,  fowls,  and  whatsoever  he 
pleases  ;  only  he  must  not  mention  to  him  any  money,  nor  any 
number."  (Ibid.)  To  take  any  thing  from  a  shopkeeper  by 
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weight  or  measure  is  also  forbidden,  if  it  be  done  openly  and 
honestly,  but  allowed  if  it  be  done  cunningly  and  deceitfully. 


sbs  bpttfEn  is  mm  mann  bins  n(T  sb  pi 
m  ^brj  ^b  sbn  >3i3nb  HDIS  nans  sin 
mab  invDn  ^b^  rrn  ib^si  witf?  ib 

Dtp  ib  TDr»  sbtz?  sim 


"  And  thus  a  man  must  not  take  any  thing  from  a  shopkeeper 
by  weight  or  measure,  only  let  him  say  to  the  shopkeeper,  Fill 
this  vessel  for  me;  and  on  the  morrow  he  gives  him  the  value. 
And  even  though  the  vessel  should  be  one  set  apart  for  the 
purpose  of  measuring,  he  mav  fill  it,  provided  that  the  name  of 
a  measure  be  not  mentioned.  (Ibid.)  In  all  these  cases  it  is 
plain  that  a  real  transaction  of  buying  and  selling  takes  place, 
and  on  the  showing  of  the  rabbies*  themselves,  contrary  to  the 
Word  of  God.  Those  men  who  would  flog  a  fellow-creature 
for  not  keeping  their  own  commandment  of  a  second  holy  day, 
make  no  scruple  of  devising  and  prescribing  a  system  of 
fraudulent  evasion  of  God's  commands.  Perhaps  some  may 
think  that  we  use  too  strong  language  when  we  apply  the 
words  cunning  and  deceit  to  those  devices  of  the  oral  law,  but 
this  language  was  suggested  by  the  oral  law  itself,  which  does 
not  scruple  to  use  similar  words,  and  to  pronounce  that,  in 
similar  cases,  cunning  or  deceit  is  lawful. 

by  jia?Nnn  ns  nbrn  -rob  ibD2^  i:n  nsi  'mis 
ns  nbsEi  D'nym  .  itarntp  irsi  ittnwb 
nt  ^s  tarnon  itant&b  POD 
vrnn  n^n 


"  If  a  first-born  beast  and  its  offspring  fall  into  a  pit,  the  first 
is  to  be  helped  out  on  condition  of  slaughtering  it,  but  it  is  not 
slaughtered.  Then  guile  is  to  be  used,  and  the  second  also 
helped  out  on  condition  of  slaughtering  it,  and  then  they 
slaughter  which  of  the  two  they  please.  On  account  of  the 
affliction  of  the  animals,  it  has  been  pronounced  lawful  to  use 
guile."  (Ibid.  c.  ii.)  Here  the  oral  law  speaks  plainly,  it  fairly 
says  that  guile  may  be  used.  It  is  no  defence  to  say,  that  this 
guile  was  suggested  by  compassion  for  the  animals.  If  it  be 
lawful  to  help  the  animals  out  of  the  pit  at  all,  it  is  lawful  to  do 
it  without  any  guile,  openly  and  honestly.  And  if  it  be 
unlawful  to  help  them  out,  it  is  doubly  unlawful  to  do  so 
through  guile  and  deceit,  as  if  God  was  ignorant  of  the 
thoughts  and  designs  of  their  hearts,  and  could  be  satisfied  with 
false  and  fictitious  conditions.  But  there  is  another  case,  where 
this  same  word  is  also  used,  and  where  the  excuse  of  compassion 
is  altogether  out  of  the  question. 
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J^    mia  nvn  nuann 

sbtz?  rowba  nans  Nsaai  sin 

n  by  ^b  -ian  rnbnb  -imai  «... 

-ran  tarxa  nbia  120  ,  nt 


nbttsE?  T^ 

"  He  that  takes  off  the  hide  of  a  beast  on  a  holy  day,  must  not 
salt  it,  for  this  is  work,  and  he  would  be  guilty  of  doing  work 
that  is  not  necessary  for  the  preparation  of  food.  .  .  .  But  it 
is  lawful  to  salt  meat  for  roasting  on  the  top  of  the  hide,  and  in 
this  matter  guile  is  employed.  How  so  ?  Thus.  A  little  meat 
is  salted  on  one  part,  and  then  a  little  on  another  part,  until  the 
whole  hide  be  salted."  (Ibid.  c.  iii.  4.)  Here  no  defence 
whatever  can  be  offered.  The  oral  law  confesses  that  to  salt  a 
hide  is  unlawful,  its  compilers  therefore  set  to  work  to  find  out 
a  method  of  doing  what  was  forbidden,  and  yet  have  the 
appearance  of  keeping  the  law,  and  they  sagaciously  discovered 
the  above  solution  of  the  difficulty.  Thus  the  law  of  God  is 
made  null  by  the  traditions  of  men.  The  commandments  of 
the  Scribes  are  enforced  by  flogging  and  excommunication,  but 
full  permission  given  to  violate  God's  commands,  if  only  an 
appearance  of  obedience  can  be  preserved.  No  wonder  that 
Jesus  of  Nazareth,  whose  characteristic  is  mildness  and  gentle 
ness,  used  such  harsh  language  to  the  authors  of  this  system. 
His  general  address  to  them  was,  "  Woe  unto  you,  Scribes  and 
Pharisees,  hypocrites."  They  professed  the  utmost  anxiety  to 
have  the  law  of  God  observed.  This  was  the  professed  object 
of  their  commandments.  They  were  invented  as  a  hedge  to 
keep  off  every  Israelite  from  even  an  approach  to  transgression  ; 
and  thy  enforced  the  observance  of  this  defence  by  the  severest 
punishments.  But  where  the  law  of  God  interfered  with  their 
worldly  interest,  their  profit  or  their  gain,  they  fearlessly  made 
void  the  law,  and  inculcated  a  system  of  guile  and  evasion. 
And  this  is  perhaps  the  most  deadly  element  in  the  Talmudic 
potion.  The  human  heart  is  ever  ready  to  imbibe  what  is  bad, 
and  the  human  mind  most  quick  in  generalizing  the  principles 
of  evil.  The  only  efficient  remedy  for  this  disease  of  head  and 
heart  is  the  inculcation  of  those  pure  and  holy  principles,  which 
God  has  graciously  revealed.  But  when  these  principles  are 
themselves  adulterated,  and  a  system  of  guileful  evasion 
taught  as  the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  what  are  the 
results  to  be  expected  ?  The  cruel  oppression  of  the  poor  is 
bad  enough.  The  enslaving  the  consciences  of  the  weak  is 
worse  ;  but  the  corrupting  the  minds  of  the  simple  by  such 
pernicious  doctrines,  is  the  worst  of  all.  Yet  this  is  the  work 
of  the  Jewish  religion,  as  taught  in  the  oral  law,  and  as 
recognized  in  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue.  We  do  not  mean 
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to  say  that  there  is  anything  peculiar  in  the  system.  We 
know  that  the  Provincial  Letters  develop  a  Gentile  system  as 
corrupt  and  corrupting.  But  that  system  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  Christianity  of  the  New  Testament.  Our  forefathers 
renounced  it  long  ago.  The  Jews  still  adhere  to  the  oral  law, 
and  in  their  prayers  and  observances  still  acknowledge  its 
Divine  authority;  and  wherever  Judaism  exists  in  vigour, 
these  are  the  doctrines  instilled  into  the  minds  of  the  young, 
and  to  which  the  flower  of  the  Jewish  nation  devote  the  vigour 
of  their  manhood  and  the  judgment  of  their  old  age.  That  there 
are  Jews  who  abhor  this  system,  and  have  adopted  the  purer 
principles  of  the  New  Testament,  even  though  they  do  not 
profess  Christianity,  we  well  know.  But  how  is  it  that  there 
are  none  who  have  courage  to  protest  against  it  ?  How  is  it 
that  there  is  not  one  who  comes  forward  to  emancipate  his 
brethren  from  moral  slavery  and  the  galling  chain  of  supersti 
tion  and  error  ?  "  There  is  none  to  guide  her  among  all  the 
sons  whom  she  hath  brought  forth :  neither  is  there  any  that 
taketh  her  by  the  hand  of  all  the  sons  that  she  hath  brought 
up."  (Isaiah  li.  18.) 


No.  XV. 
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IN  discussing  the  substance  and  tendency  of  the  oral  law,  the 
very  nature  of  our  design  compels  us  to  dwell  upon  its  pecu 
liarities,  and  to  notice  those  traits  which  appear  as  its  essential 
characteristics.  Our  object  is  not,  primarily,  to  show  its  defects 
and  faults,  but  to  prove  that  it  is  not  of  Divine  authority.  In 
proving  this,  it  is  absolutely  neccssaiy  to  show,  by  a  comparison 
with  the  law  and  the  prophets,  as  the  unerring  standard  of 
right  and  wrong,  that  the  system  is  bad.  We  know,  and  have 
more  than  once  admitted,  that  as  it  is  not  a  mere  human 
invention,  but  a  conniption  of  a  divinely  revealed  religion, 
it  must  contain  much  that  is  good.  But  this  admission  no  more 
justifies  the  system,  than  a  small  quantity  of  gold  in  a  mixed 
metal  would  prove  that  the  whole  mass  is  gold.  And  this 
comparison  may  be  well  illustrated  by  the  holy  day  con 
stitutions,  which  have  lately  occupied  our  attention.  The 
concluding  paragraph  of  these  constitutions  contains  several 
beautiful  and  pious  precepts  ;  as,  for  example,  after  the 
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command  to  rejoice  on  such  days,  and  to  provide  nuts  and 
such-like  things  for  the  children,  new  clothes  and  ornaments 
for  the  women,  and  good  eating  and  drinking  for  the  men,  we 
read  as  follows  :  — 


cnrpb  nab  b^snb  n^n  nnittn 
irvn  snbi  bsnDtp  ^  bns  D"22 

ntpsi  van  ns  nman 
rmia  IT  ^s  t&oa  ^abi 
Dnb  D'ois  nnbD  crrmt  nasD  ib«  bin 


"  And  when  he  eats  and  drinks,  he  is  bound  to  feed  the  stranger, 
the  orphan,  and  the  widow,  with  the  other  poor.  But  he  that 
bolts  the  doors  of  his  house,  and  eats  and  drinks  with  his 
children  and  his  wife,  but  does  not  furnish  meat  and  drink  to  the 
poor  and  afflicted,  is  not  to  be  regarded  as  having  fulfilled  the 
commandment;  on  the  contrary,  his  joy  is  that  of  a  glutton, 
and  of  such  persons  it  is  said,  'Their  sacrifices  shall  be  unto 
them  as  the  bread  of  mourners  ;  all  that  eat  thereof  shall  be 
polluted  :  for  their  bread  for  their  soul  shall  not  come  into  the 
house  of  the  Lord.'  (Hos.  ix.  4.)"  (Arbah  Turim,  529.)  This 
makes  a  merciful  provision  for  the  poor,  and  as  teaching  all 
who  partake  of  the  good  things  of  this  world  to  remember  their 
poorer  brethren,  is  worthy  of  praise  and  imitation.  We  know 
also  that  this  charity  is  practised  by  all  devout  Jews  in  every 
part  of  the  world,  and  that  they  are  on  this  account  entitled  to 
the  respect  of  all  who  can  appreciate  benevolence.  But  the 
reason  why  every  believer  in  revelation  will  approve  this 
commandment  is,  because  it  accords  with  the  Word  of  God. 
Moses  has  made  this  precept  a  part  of  his  law  :  "  The  stranger, 
and  the  fatherless,  and  the  widow,  which  are  within  thy  gates, 
shall  come,  and  shall  eat  and  be  satisfied  ;  that  the  Lord  thy 
God  may  bless  thee  in  all  the  work  of  thine  hand  which  thou 
doest."  "  (I)eut.  xiv.  29.)  And  in  the  New  Testament  there  is 
found  a  similar  command  :  "  When  thou  makest  a  dinner  or  a 
supper,  call  not  thy  friends,  nor  thy  brethren,  neither  thy 
kinsmen  nor  thy  rich  neighbours  ;  lest  they  also  bid  thee  again, 
and  a  recompense  be  made  thee.  But  when  thou  makest  a 
feast,  call  the  poor,  the  maimed,  the  lame,  the  blind  ;  and  thou 
shalt  be  blessed;  for  they  cannot  recompense  thee;  for  thou 
shalt  be  recompensed  at  the  resurrection  of  the  just."  (Luke  xiv. 
12  —  14).  But  excellent  as  this  rabbinical  commandment  is  in 
itself,  it  loses  considerably  when  interpreted  according  to  the 
system.  A  person  acquainted  only  with  the  law  of  Moses,  or 
the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  would  say,  that  one  of  the 
most  lovely  features  in  the  command  is  the  universal  love 
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inculcated  towards  the  stranger  as  well  as  the  Israelites.  But 
an  acquaintance  with  the  oral  law  would  compel  him  to  retract 
this  commendation,  for  there  universally  the  stranger  is 
interpreted  to  mean,  "a  proselyte  to  Judaism,"  as  for  instance  — 


na'ot&n  ^cas  nnn  02^21  sna?  nan  rans 
nnsi   .  n^in  bbsn  sintz?  •OEB  nns   .  nm  rmso 
:  nan  ns  arnnsi  nn^s  n-nnm  na  sinu?  ^aco 

"  To  love  the  stranger  who  comes,  and  is  gathered  under  the 
wings  of  the  Shechinah,  is  to  fulfil  two  affirmative  precepts  ; 
one,  because  he  is  included  in  the  number  of  those  considered 
'  neighbours,'  and  a  second,  because  the  law  says,  '  Ye  shall 
love  the  stranger.'  "  (Hilchoth  Deoth.  c.  vi.  4.)  Here,  then, 
that  comprehensive  word  "  stranger  "  is  narrowed  down  to  the 
signification  "  religious  proselyte,"  and  abundance  of  similar 
passages  have  already  been  given  in  Nos.  4  and  5.  But  even 
with  this  great  drawback  we  admit  that  there  is  much  to 
be  commended  in  the  above  commandment.  We  are  quite 
willing  to  recognize  all  the  good  which  we  can,  and  therefore 
add  another  passage  or  two  which  deserve  notice. 

Tian    tmaab   ntsn 
nnvi  nnv  TS  nnnEE?  run 

msn 

bisn  nniau?  s^n  72  ns  insam 
»  p  EN  nrsi  nain  n^nnw  ty  ^  bnn  sin 
:nain 


"  It  is  a  characteristic  of  the  pious,  who  set  the  Lord  always 
before  them,  and  in  all  their  ways  acknowledge  him,  that  in  the 
time  of  their  joy  they  multiply  still  more  the  blessings  and 
praises  of  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  who  makes  them 
to  rejoice.  At  such  a  season,  too,  a  man  ought  to  think,  if 
such  be  the  joy  of  this  world,  which  is  vanity,  for  it  is 
followed  by  sorrow  and  trouble,  what  will  be  the  joy  of  the 
world  to  come,  which  is  everlasting,  and  to  which  no  sorrow 
can  succeed."  (Arbah  Turim,  ibid.)  This  passage  also,  as 
resting  upon  the  unsophisticated  Word  of  God,  must  receive 
unqualified  assent.  The  character  of  the  pious  is  here 
beautifully  described  by  the  union  of  two  passages  of 
Scripture.  They*  are  those  "  who  set  the  Lord  always  before 
them,"  (Ps.  xvi.  8,)  and  who  "  in  all  their  ways  acknow 
ledge  him."  (Prov.  iii.  6.)  God  grant  that  all,  both  Jews 
and  Christians,  may  earnestly  endeavour  to  realize  this 
character.  The  piety  of  this  passage  is  equalled  by  the 
prudence  of  one  of  their  police  regulations  for  the  three 
great  feasts. 
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c^bm  c'nEna;  Tiarnb  rn 
nrinan  bsn  c^Df-iai  mm 
isim  trtrai  D^DS  mnt&bi  bissb 


"  The  tribunal  is  bound,  at  the  three  feasts,  to  appoint  officers 
for  the  purpose  of  going  about  and  inspecting  gardens,  and 
parks,  and  rivers,  that  men  and  women  may  not  congregate  in 
such  places  to  eat  and  drink,  and  be  led  to  commit  sin."  If 
the  authors  of  the  oral  law  had  confined  themselves  to  such 
commandments  as  these,  there  would  be  but  little  to  blame. 
But  unfortunately  the  good  and  useful  precepts  bear  but  a 
small  proportion  to  the  whole,  and  are  often  directly  counter 
acted  by  the  peculiar  principles  of  the  system.  The  above 
general  description  of  piety  is  unexceptionable,  but  the  detail 
of  the  requirements,  even  for  the  holy  day  alone,  is  such  as 
must  effectually  pervert  and  distort  the  features  there  delineated. 
How  can  a  man  have  a  just  idea  of  setting  the  Lord  always 
before  him,  who  thinks  that  a  cunning  evasion  of  God's 
commandments  is  permitted,  as  was  shown  in  the  last  number? 
Or  how  can  a  man  be  said  to  acknowledge  God,  when  his  mind 
is  filled  and  occupied  with  the  manifold  and  perplexing  cere 
monies  of  man's  institution  ?  Of  these  inventions  many  have 
already  been  given,  but  more  remain,  and  the  Jewish  Prayer- 
book  for  the  passover  especially  reminds  us  of  one. 


"  The  laws  of  the  mixture  for  the  cooking  of  victuals."  The 
oral  law  has  made  it  unlawful  on  the  holy  day  to  prepare  food 
for  the  Sabbath. 

s  nvnb  bntp  mta  cv> 
-irrab  br^s  «intt?  no 


"  When  a  holy  day  falls  on  the  eve  of  the  Sabbath,  it  is 
unlawful  to  bake  or  to  cook  on  that  day  what  is  to  be  eaten  on 
the  morrow,  i.e.  on  the  Sabbath."  (Hilchoth  Jom.  Tov.  c.  vi. 
1.)  This  law  may  of  course  create  a  great  inconvenience,  for 
if  nothing  remains  after  the  meals  of  the  holy  day,  there  will 
be  no  food  for  the  Sabbath,  and  on  that  day  the  law  of  Moses 
forbids  all  cooking.  And,  strange  to  say,  the  evasion  which  is 
allowed  at  other  times  is  here  forbidden.  A  man  is  not  permit 
ted  to  cook  a  surplus  of  victuals  under  the  pretence  that  it  is  for 
the  holy  day.  Another  and  more  solemn  mode  of  evasion  has 
been  invented,  and  is  thus  prescribed  in  the  Jewish  Prayer- 
book— 


rrra  rrasb  v^-is  ts  "r  QYO  HDD  ms  bn  CM 
HD^ba?  n^D  pnpib  *  inj^n  -pi  *  ro^  onp  j 
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1TP3B1  mbs  n^n  is  "itpn  IN  Venn 
:  "131  mnn  brm 


Of  which  D.  Levi  gives  the  following  translation,  which 
though  not  very  literal,  is  preferable  to  a  new  one,  as  occurring 
in  an  authorized  edition  of  the  Jewish  prayers  :  — 

"  If  the  first  day  of  the  festival  happens  on  the  Thursday, 
the  following  ceremony  is  observed.  On  the  day  preceding 
the  festival,  the  master  of  every  family  takes  a  whole  cake  and 
a  piece  of  meat,  fish,  or  a  roasted  egg  ;  and  having  delivered 
them  to  one  standing  by,  to  denote  that  all  the  other  Jews  in 
the  city  that  may  have  forgotten  to  make  the  mixture  shall, 
nevertheless,  have  the  benefit  of  the  said  mixture,  so  as  to  be 
able  to  prepare  on  the  festival  what  is  necessary  for  the 
Sabbath,  he  then  says  the  following  :  — 


isanp  ntt?«  obiyn  -jba  irnbN  ^  nn« 
:  nrro  ni^B  bs  13121 
Nbanbi  ws^b  ssb  "nip  «m  wnny 

N33-I2   ho    -TO^bi    srnttt.  spbisbi 


"  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord,  our  God  !  King  of  the  universe, 
who  has  sanctified  us  with  thy  commandments,  and  com 
manded  us  concerning  the  mixture." 

"  By  this  mixture  it  shall  be  allowable  for  us  to  bake,  boil,  and 
to  keep  the  victuals  warm  :  to  light  up  lights,  and  to  do,  and 
prepare  all  things  necessary,  on  the  festival  for  the  Sabbath  ; 
we,  and  all  Israel  that  dwell  in  this  city."  (Levi's  Prayers, 
vol.  v.  pp.  4,  5.)  Now,  against  this  ceremony  several  and 
serious  objections  may  be  made.  First,  if  it  be  absolutely  un 
lawful  on  the  holy  day  to  cook  for  the  Sabbath-day,  how  is  the 
unlawfulness  removed  by  going  through  a  trifling  ceremony, 
and  repeating  a  few  words  ?  The  cooking  is,  in  the  sight  of 
God,  either  lawful  or  unlawful.  If  lawful,  then  this  ceremony 
is  utterly  useless,  and  the  solemn  calling  upon  God  is  only 
a  solemn  profanation.  If  unlawful,  then  nothing  but  a 
dispensation  from  Israel's  great  lawgiver,  God  himself,  can 
make  it  lawful.  Any  thing  short  of  this  must,  by  every  honest 
man,  be  regarded  either  as  an  evasion,  or  a  bold  and  wilful 
transgression.  Secondly,  the  unlawfulness  on  which  this 
ceremony  is  founded,  is  altogether  of  man's  making  —  God  has 
nowhere  forbidden  the  Jews  to  prepare  for  Sabbath  on  the  holy 
day.  The  Scribes  have  here  as  elsewhere  dared  to  add  to  the 
law  of  God. 

s  D'nsiD  nrnD  nr 
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rarcb  sin  -iBirn  bptp  *Vinb  sita 

:  binb 

"  This  prohibition  is  of  the  words  of  the  Scribes,  that  a 
man  may  not  be  led  to  prepare  on  a  holy  day  for  a  common 
day.  For  it'  he  feel  it  unlawful  to  cook  for  Sabbath,  still  more 
will  he  feel  this  for  a  common  day."  (Hilchoth  Jom.  Tov.  vi.  1.) 
Here  it  is  plainly  confessed  that  the  prohibition  is  not  from 
God  but  from  man.  A  reason  is  assigned  for  this  addition, 
which  is  unsatisfactory,  and  shows  that  the  Scribes  thought 
the  law  imperfect,  and  themselves  wiser  than  God.  They 
were  afraid,  if  men  got  into  a  habit  of  cooking  on  the  holy 
day  for  the  following  day,  when  that  day  was  the  Sabbath, 
they  might  get  into  the  habit  of  cooking  generally  for  the 
following  day,  and  thus  cook  for  common  days.  But  did 
not  God  foresee  this  possibility,  and  know  the  frailty  of 
human  nature  just  as  well  as  the  rabbles?  why  then  did 
he  not  take  this  precaution  himself?  If  this  precaution 
be  absolutely  necessary,  as  it  was  not  given  by  God,  it  will 
necessarily  follow  that  God  did  not  give  that  which  was 
necessary,  and  therefore  that  the  law  of  God  was  imperfect 
until  it  was  mended  by  the  rabbles.  If  the  law,  as  given 
by  God,  be  perfect,  and  who  can  deny  it  without  blasphemy, 
then  this  precaution  of  the  rabbles  is  useless,  and  they  are 
proved  guilty  of  making  additions  to  the  law  of  God,  and 
of  imposing  needless  burdens  on  the  consciences  of  their 
brethren.  If  this  ceremony  were  left  to  the  free  will  of 
every  individual,  it  would  be  very  different,  but  it  is  im 
posed  as  an  indispensable  duty,  and  a  man  pronounced  a 
sinner  if  he  does  not  comply. 

m^E  i^si  rrab  ib  -IIZ^SE?  ^ 
sans  sips  n^n  bra  btp  "OTTO  b 

:  in 

"  He  who  can  make  the  mixture,  and  does  not,  but  chooses 
to  depend  on  the  mixture  made  by  the  great  men  of  the 
city,  is  called  a  sinner,  and  has  not  fulfilled  his  duty." 
(Arbah  Turim,  527.)  Here  then  his  conscience  is  burdened, 
but  further,  he  may  be  exposed  to  considerable  inconvenience, 
to  escape  from  which  he  is  driven  again  to  a  prescribed 
exercise  of  artifice  and  guile. 


ib  irran  :nbi   ^Vtznn   srry   mn 

inEp   -p   mssbi  btynb   ib  TIDSB?   DU?D  onns 

btrab   lE^sb   mnttf  insb  -nosi   *  -nos 

rrc  N2B31Z7    »  ib  n3jTB?  "is  rran  sbtz;  nib 
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nsn  cst  imp  *nntp  ibu?   n£i«i 


mn  sbtt?  ntb  -p 

"  He  that  has  not  performed  the  ceremony  of  the  mixture 
for  himself,  and  for  whom  others  have  not  done  it,  as  it  is 
unlawful  for  him  to  boil  or  to  bake,  so  his  flour  and  food 
are  unlawful  ;  and  it  is  unlawful  for  another,  who  has 
performed  the  ceremony  for  himself,  to  boil  and  bake  for 
such  an  one  until  he  buy  for  himself.  Then  he  may  boL 
and  bake  of  his  own,  for  he  has  bought  it,  and  if  he  please 
may  make  a  present  of  it  to  the  other."  Here  of  course 
the  purchase  is  fictitious.  In  like  maner  it  is  unlawful 
for  him  to  light  the  Sabbath  candle.  This  would  be  a 
great  misfortune,  and  a  learned  rabbi  has  accordingly  found 
out  a  remedy  of  the  same  kind. 


•nnn  t^^n       i^ra   p-iin^na  *rstt    *in  nro 
12  pbn  i:rp3nbi  nv  "nsnn  ib^s  nan  V-n 

:  nb^bn 

"  Rabbi  Meyer,  of  Rothenburg,  has  said  in  his  writings, 
that  a  man  may  seek  for  something  in  the  room  by  the 
light  of  a  candle,  yea  though  it  be  still  day,  and  then  leave 
it  lighting  until  night."  (Arbah  Turim,  527.)  We  ask  the 
Jews  seriously  to  consider  this  specimen  of  rabbinical 
wisdom  and  conscientiousness.  A  man  who  has  not  per 
formed  the  ceremony  of  the  mixture  dare  not  do  what  God 
has  allowed  him  to  do,  he  dare  not  light  the  candle  for 
Sabbath,  that  is,  if  he  does  it  honestly  and  openly,  he 
would,  according  to  the  oral  law,  commit  a  sin.  But"  then 
he  may  do  this  same  thing  by  using  guile  and  deceit,  which 
God  has  forbidden,  and  then  according  to  these  same  teachers, 
the  act  is  lawful.  He  may  light  a  candle  under  pretence 
of  searching,  for  something,  even  though  he  has  the  day 
light,  and  therefore  evidently  does  not  want  it  for  that 
purpose,  and  then  he  can  leave  it  lighting.  Thus  the  oral 
law  teaches  that  the  neglect  of  a  mere  human  invention  is 
a  greater  sin  than  guile  and  deceit.  Is  not  this  to  strain 
at  a  gnat  and  to  swallow  a  camel?  But  some  Ilabbinist 
may  say,  if  the  oral  law  encourages  guile  and  deceit,  why 
does  it  forbid  the  employment  of  guile  in  the  preparation 
of  food  for  the  Sabbath,  as  has  been  stated  above  ?  This 
is  a  curious  point,  and  deserves  attention.  The  oral  law- 
says,  if  food  be  left  after  the  meals  of  the  holy  day,  it  is 
lawful  to  eat  it  on  the  Sabbath,  provided  that  no  guile  be 
used;  but  if  guile  be  used,  it  is  unlawful.  Whereas,  if  a 
man  wilfully  neglect  the  ceremony  of  the  mixture,  and 
cook  notwithstanding  for  the  Sabbath  he  may  lawfully 
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eat  what  he  has  prepared.  This  has  at  first  sight,  the 
appearance  of  wishing  to  discourage  guile,  but  the  reasons, 
given  for  this  decision,  show  that  this  is  far  from  being 
the  case. 

bi?  -now  sbi  o^-iran  b^  I-SDMI  vrann 


man  bns   *  "pb^nn  •ans  Dtp 
:  rrins  ess  -rn^  sb  DW 


"  What  is  the  reason  that  they  were  more  severe  upon  him 
that  used  guile  than  upon  the  wilful  transgressor,  and  made 
it  unlawful  for  the  former,  but  not  for  the  latter  ?  The 
reason  is  this,  if  they  had  pronounced  it  lawful  for  him 
that  uses  guile,  all  would  use  guile,  and  the  very  name 
of  mixture  for  food  would  perish.  On  the  other  hand,  a 
wilful  transgressor  is  rare,  and  if  he  transgresses  to-day, 
he  will  not  transgress  again."  The  employment  of  guile, 
then,  is  not  forbidden  because  it  is  odious  in  the  sight  of 
God  and  man,  but  simply  from  the  fear  that  it  might  operate 
prejudicially  upon  the  observance  of  a  rabbinic  command. 
Such  is  and  must  be  the  effect  of  multiplying  religious 
ceremonies,  and  imposing  them  upon  the  *  conscience  as 
necessary  to  salvation.  The  conscience  becomes  burdened, 
and  beset  with  difficulties,  and  is  glad  of  any  refuge  or  relief, 
even  though  it  should  be  derived  from  artifice  and  deceit. 
Artifice  is  at  last  made  lawful,  or  even  prescribed,  as  we 
have  seen  in  many  intanccs,  and  then  religion,  which  God 
intended  as  a  remedy  for  our  moral  disease,  becomes  itself 
a  new  source  of  infection.  But  if  any  burdened  conscience 
should  awake  and  become  sensible  of  the  cheat  that  has 
been  put  upon  it  by  the  oral  law,  the  probability  is  that 
it  will  cast  off  religion  altogether,  and  mistake  Moses  too 
for  a  companion  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  ;  and  thus 
many  a  rabbinical  Jew  has  been  led  to  utter  infidelity. 
But  there  is  still  a  third  objection  to  be  urged  against  this 
ceremony  of  the  mixture,  and  that  is,  that  it  prescribes  a  form 
of  thanksgiving  to  God  for  appointing  that  which  he  never 
appointed  :  "  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord  our  God!  King  of  the 
universe!  who  has  sanctified  us  with  thy  commandments,  and 
commanded  us  concerning  the  mixture."  Where  has  God 
commanded  the  mixture  ?  Where,  from  one  end  of  the  law  to 
the  other,  or  in  the  prophets,  is  there  one  word  about  this 
ceremony?  It  is  from  first  to  last  a  pure  invention  of  the 
Scribes.  God  never  appointed  it.  This  prayer,  then,  contains 
a  positive  untruth,  and  thus  the  ignorant  and  unlearned  are 
deceived,  and  taught  even  in  the  solemn  act  of  public  worship 
to  believe  that  God  has  commanded  what  he  never  commanded. 
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The  minds  of  children,  too,  are  thus  imbued  with  the  command 
ments  of  men,  and  taught  in  the  language  of  prayer  to  stamp 
the  divine  authority  upon  the  invention  of  the  Scribes  and 
Pharisees.  And  this  is  done  not  only  in  the  forests  of  Poland, 
or  on  the  uncivilized  coasts  of  Barbary,  but  here  in  England. 
This  ceremony  and  this  prayer  are  prescribed  in  the  two 
editions  of  the  Jewish  prayer-book,  published  by  Levi  and 
Alexander.  In  this  country,  where  full  liberty  of  conscience 
prevails,  the  language  of  the  synagogue  is  just  the  same  as  in 
the  darkest  and  most  oppressed  regions  of  the  habitable  globe. 
The  Jewish  children  are  still  taught  to  bless  God  for  giving 
what  he  never  gave,  and  the  sacred  voice  of  prayer  still 
consecrates  the  intolerance,  the  errors,  and  the  absurdities  of 
the  oral  law.  In  other  countries,  where  the  circumstances 
were  not  so  favourable,  the  Jews  have  made  more  than  one 
attempt  to  renounce  and  repudiate  the  errors  of  the  Talmud. 
But  in  England,  whether  from  listlessness  or  from  a  love  to 
these  Talmudic  doctrines,  we  do  not  presume  to  say,  nothing 
has  been  done  either  by  the  German  or  the  Portuguese  Jews. 
In  England  the  Talmud  still  maintains  its  empire  of  error  and 
uncharitableness,  and  spiritual  tp-anny,  and  not  one  individual 
has  dared  publicly  to  protest  against  it.  We  ask  the  Jews 
seriously  to  consider  this  matter,  and  to  compare  the  extracts 
which  we  give  with  Moses  and  the  prophets ;  if  the  oral  law 
agrees  with  that  which  is  confessedly  the  Word  of  God,  then 
we  beg  of  them  to  explain  the  lawfulness  of  using  guile,  of 
inventing  new  commandments,  and  enforcing  them  with  the 
severest  punishments.  But  if  they  decide  that  these  things  are 
altogether  forbidden  by  God,  then  we  call  upon  them  to  protest 
aloud  against  these  adulterations  of  revealed  truth. 


No.  XVI.* 
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IN  our  last  number  we  ventured  to  say,  that  in  the  English 
synagogues  "  The  sacred  voice  of  prayer  still  consecrates  the 
intolerance,  the  errors,  and  the  absurdities  of  the  oral  law ;" 
and  we  gave  an  instance  in  proof  of  our  assertion.  But  to  some 

•  The  British  Jews  of  Burton-street  Synagogue  have  expunged  from  their 
prayers  the  intolerance  here  complained  of. 
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Israelites,  who  have  overlooked  the  contents  of  their  Prayer- 
book,  this  assertion  may  require  more  proof;  we  therefore, 
proceed  to  give  it,  and  first  of  all  with  regard  to  intolerance. 
In  the  ceremonial  for  the  first  two  evenings  of  the  Passover,  in 
the  midst  of  the  rejoicings  and  thanksgivings,  which  the 
memory  of  their  great  deliverance  naturally  calls  forth,  we 
suddenly  find  the  following  prayer  :  — 


bin   -psT   N*b  ntt?s   tmnn  bs 
ns  bss  *o   :  iwip  sb  "-pun 
jnrn   IEBT   cmbtf   -p2t&    •  lE^n    im:   nst 
:  'n  ^na?  nnn^  DTEtcrn  ^sn  ?ynn  »  on^ 

"  Pour  out  thy  wrath  upon  the  heathen  that  have  not  known 
thee,  and  upon  the  kingdoms  that  have  not  called  upon  thy 
name.  For  they  have  devoured  Jacob,  and  laid  waste  his 
dwelling  place.  (Psalm  Ixxix.  6,  7.)  Pour  out  thine  indig 
nation  upon  them,  and  let  thy  wrathful  anger  take  hold  of  them. 
(Psalm  Ixix.  24.)  Persecute  them  in  anger,  and  destroy  them 
from  under  the  heavens  of  the  Lord."  (Lament,  iii.  66.)  Here 
are  three  passages  of  Scripture,  taken  from  their  context,  and 
joined  together  to  make  one  prayer.  In  their  context,  and 
with  reference  to  the  times  for  which  those  portions  of  Scripture 
were  given  by  God,  they  are  intelligible.  After  the  destruction 
of  Jerusalem  by  the  Romans,  whilst  the  Jewish  mind  was  still 
in  a  state  of  violent  excitement  against  the  authors  of  that 
calamity,  such  an  imprecation  may  appear  natural.  During1 
the  persecutions  of  the  Crusaders  or  the  Inquisition  it  might  be 
excusable,  but  in  the  present  time  and  circumstances  it  is 
indefensible.  Who  are  the  heathen  and  the  kingdoms,  whom 
the  offerers  of  these  petitions  wish  to  be  pursued  with  God's 
wrath,  and  to  be  destroyed  from  under  the  heavens  ?  Are 
they  the  Christians,  or  the  heathen  idolaters  of  Africa  and 
India  ?  The  Mahometans  profess  a  faith  in  the  Unity  very 
similar  to  that  of  the  later  rabbies  :  they,  therefore,  cannot  be 
intended.  If  it  be  said  that  the  idolatrous  heathen  are  here 
intended,  we  must  still  protest  against  the  intolerance  of  this 
imprecation  ;  why  should  the  Jews  wish  for  their  destruction  ? 
What  evil  did  these  poor  ignorant  people  ever  do  to  the  Jews 
in  England,  that  they  should  pray  for  their  destruction  rather 
than  their  conversion  ?  If  it  be  said,  that  nobody  at  all  is 
intended  in  the  present  day,  why,  we  would  ask,  is  it  still 
made  a  part  of  the  Passover  ceremonial  ?  We  have  before  us 
several  copies  of  the  Haggadah,  some  printed  very  lately,  and 
it  occurs  in  them  all. 

If  this  were  the  only  passage  of  the  kind  to  be  found  in 
the  liturgies  of  the  synagogue,  it  might  perhaps  admit  of 
palliation  or  excuse,  but  it  is  only  one  of  a  similar  class,  all 
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breathing  the  same  spirit.  In  the  morning  service  for  the 
second  day  of  the  Passover,  as  translated  by  D.  Levi,  we 
find  another  more  fearful  still. 


DHI  *  ctZ7  T^SI  "pb  bw  mi  rra 
rrn    »  nan-n  T"1"1^  bip  rusty  SEtp  S2S    . 
ormnai   *  DIPT  nbna  DHQSI   «  nann 


"  Hasten,  O  my  beloved,  to  where  thy  heart  and  eyes  are  ; 
and  though  we  have  cast  off  that  that  is  good  and  pleasant,  yet 
hear  the  roaring  raging  voice  of  those  that  oppress  thy  people  ; 
satiate  the  clods  with  their  blood  ;  manure  the  earth  with  their 
fat  ;  and  let  the  stench  of  their  carcasses  ascend."  (Levi's 
Prayers,  vol.  5,  fol.  142.)  The  translation  is  D.  Levi's,  so  that 
it  cannot  be  said,  that  the  sense  has  been  misrepresented  or 
distorted  for  polemical  purposes.  It  is  the  translation  of  a 
Jew,  and  of  a  Jew  in  England,  and  the  title-page  tells  us  that  it 
is  the  second  edition  "  carefully  revised  and  corrected,  and 
illustrated  by  Isaac  Levi."  The  title-page  also  says,  "  As  read 
in  their  synagogues  and  used  in  their  families."  Is  not  this 
prayer  intolerant  ?  Is  there  any  thing  like  it  in  the  New 
Testament,  or  in  our  Christian  Prayer-books  ?  And  yet  we  are 
told  that  modern  Judaism  is  more  tolerant  than  Christianity, 
and  that  it  teaches  charity  to  all  men.  Let  not  the  Jews  think 
that  we  impute  this  spirit  to  the  whole  nation.  No  such  thing. 
This  passage  is  quoted  as  a  specimen  of  the  spirit  of  the  oral  law 
and  its  authors,  who  not  only  were  possessed  of  this  spirit  of 
resentment,  but  so  overwhelmed  with  it,  as  to  transfuse  it  into 
their  addresses  to  the  God  of  mercy,  and  to  prescribe  it  as  a 
part  of  the  public  worship  of  the  congregation.  Whenever 
introduced,  there  it  still  remains,  as  a  testimony  to  the  spirit  of 
the  first  opposers  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  as  a  portion  of  the 
liturgic  service  of  the  synagogue.  In  these  passages,  however, 
it  does  not  appear  what  nations  are  intended  ;  no  name  or 
particular  characteristic  is  given,  though  the  allusion,  in  the  last 
quoted  prayer,  to  Isaiah  xxxiv.,  naturally  leads  the  reader  to 
think  of  Edom  ;  but  in  other  places  a  more  definite  form  is 
prescribed,  from  which  we  find  that  Edom  is  the  great  object 
of  hatred. 


-pro  nVb  msm  .  n!rn  bs  om^a?  V? 
:  nsro  rrom  ni-rw  br  -ron 

"  God  divideth  the  night  of  preservation,  when  in  the  midst  of 
the  night  he  went  forth  through  the  land  of  Egypt  :  may  the 
mighty  God  also  divide  it  concerning  Edom."  (Levi,  ibid.  fol. 
7.)  Ihis  is  a  petition  that  God  would  do  to  Edom  as  he  did 
unto  Egypt.  Again,  a  little  further  on  we  read, 
O 
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i?  mn  mn  nos 

:  HOD  an 

"  On  the  Passover,  a  sharp  sword  shall  fall  on  Edom,  by  the 
hand  of  him  who  is  white  and  ruddy,  as  in  the  days  of  the 
feast  of  Passover."  (Ibid.  fol.  10.)  And  so  throughout  the 
prayers  there  are  frequent  allusions  to  this  subject,  as  for 
instance  — 

iw   «  inrrri  sbEnn  vsnn  *  iravoD  s-i>  DJP 


:  vropa  7n 

'  "  Then  will  his  name  be  pronounced  as  it  is  written  :  when  the 
other  half  will  complete  the  word  ;  his  dominion  also  will  be 
greatly  exalted,  and  his  throne  be  completely  established;  when 
he  shall  smite  the  descendants  of  Esau,  and  take  vengeance 
on  his  enemies."  (Ibid.  fol.  214.)  But  these  are  sufficient  to 
show  that  Edom  is  the  great  object  of  antipathy,  and  of  course 
the  great  question  is,  whom  do  the  Jews  understand  by  Edom  ? 
Let  the  most  famous  of  their  rabbles  instruct  us  in  this  matter, 
and  first  let  us  hear  Maimonides  :  — 


win    it&bn   OTn  an  n'"D2  •nrsi 

nnbi  nsttfb  -now  -p^b  DTK 


"  The  Edomites  are  idolaters,  and  the  first  day  of  the  week  is 
the  day  of  their  festival;  therefore  it  is  forbidden  to  have 
commerce  with  them  in  the  land  of  Israel,  on  the  fifth  and 
sixth  day  of  every  week.  It  is  not  necessary  to  say  that  the 
first  day  itself  is  every  where  unlawful."  (Hilchoth  Accum.  c. 
ix.  4.)  There  is  but  one  class  of  religionists  who  observe  the 
first  day  of  the  week  as  sacred.  Now  let  us  hear  Kimchi.  In 
his  commentary  on  Joel  iii.  19,  "  Egypt  shall  be  a  desolation, 
and  Edom  shall  be  a  desolate  wilderness,  for  the  violence 
against  the  children  of  Judah,  because  they  have  shed  innocent 
blood  in  their  land  :"  he  says, 


rrob»  -nnm  miMt  n^bwr^u?^  -nnsn  tr-isa  -IDT 
nt  nrainn   mrr  m»i«n  YIIP   nbsi 
snvn  s^ni  nbisan  ny  n 


ann  inn^natr?  v/D37si  DTOITS 
73   aa 
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"  The  prophet  mentions  Egypt  and  Edom  :  Egypt,  on  account 
of  the  Turks,  and  Edom,  on  account  of  the  Roman  empire  ;  and 
these  two  have  now  had  dominion  for  a  long  time,  and  will 
continue  until  the  redemption.  This  is  the  fourth  beast  in  the 
visions  of  Daniel  .....  And  this  is  said,  because  the  majority 
of  the  Roman  empire  is  composed  of  Edomites.  For  although 
many  other  nations  are  mixed  among  them,  as  is  also  the  case 
with  the  Turkish  empire,  they  are  called  after  the  root." 
Kimchi  then  fixes  Edom  upon  the  Roman  empire,  in  which  he 
evidently  includes  the  Greek  empire,  for  he  wrote  in  the  12th 
century,  long  before  the  Constantinopolitan  dynasty  was 
overturned.  Aben  Esra  gives  a  similar  interpretation  on  the 
blessing  of  Esau. 


pi  DTD  snt»  NTT 
TP    rroba    HTTI    ov-o    TD 
-i2DD  \na  D^t&aw  vm  btm  "icon 

na^sn    na^oi    nibs 
mis  ib:n  bs  can   rnn  bs   unnt& 
V"in  ntznnn  minn  TIBEW  nbisn  vn  sbi  »tzr»sn 
:  Dns  ni^ba  ^11  nsnpa  73  br  nw£  D^ansn 

"  Rome,  which  led  us  away  captive,  is  of  the  seed  of  Kittim, 
and  so  the  Targumist  has  said,  in  Numbers  xxiv.  24,  '  And 
ships  shall  come  from  the  coast  of  Kittim.'  And  this  is  the 
same  as  the  Greek  monarchy,  as  I  have  explained  in  the  book 
of  Daniel  ;  and  there  were  very  few  who  believed  on  the  man 
of  whom  they  made  a  god.  But  when  Rome  believed  in  the 
days  of  Constantino,  who  changed  the  whole  religion,  and  put 
an  image  of  that  man  upon  his  standard,  there  were  none  in 
the  world  who  observed  the  new  law  except  a  few  Edomites, 
therefore  Rome  is  called  the  kingdom  of  Edom."  (Comment. 
on  Gen.  xxix.)  We  do  not  now  stop  to  refute  the  false  state 
ments  which  Aben  Ezra  here  makes.  Every  one  that  knows 
anything  of  history,  knows  that  in  less  than  a  century  after  the 
time  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  the  Christian  religion  had  made 
great  progress  in  the  whole  Roman  empire,  and  that  the 
propagation  of  the  new  law,  as  Aben  Ezra  calls  it,  before  the 
time  of  Constantine,  was  more  rapid  and  more  extensive  than 
after  his  conversion.  Our  business  at  present  is  with  his 
interpretation  of  the  word  Edom  ;  he  says  plainly  that  Edom 
and  Edomites  mean  the  Christians.  Now  let  us  hear 
Abarbanel  :  — 

ons  V"^  bs  inb  Hbrp   snn   nt^i 

nsiwn  bs  an  so  s^nan  sna  vsb 
run  ovn  nnsnan  nnis  s^m  Dbii7n  bsn  ntttpsnai 

:  ens  ^anft  tana? 

G   2 
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"  From  this  you  may  learn  that  the  prophet  (Obadiah)  did 
not  prophesy  only  against  the  land  of  Edom,  which  is  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  the  land  of  Israel,  but  also  against  that 
people  which  branches  off  from  thence,  and  is  spread  through  the 
whole  world,  and  that  is  the  people  of  the  Christians  in  this 
our  day,  for  they  are  of  the  children  of  Edom."  (Comment,  on 
Obadiah.)  Here,  then,  we  have  Maimonides,  Kimchi,  Aben 
Ezra,  and  Abarbanel,  all  giving  the  same  interpretation,  and 
all  asserting  that  Edom  means  the  Christians.  According  to 
this  interpretation,  then,  the  above  dreadful  imprecations  are 
for  the  destruction  of  the  Christians.  Is  this  tolerant  or  charit 
able  ?  Is  this  in  accordance  with  Moses'  account  of  the  Divine 
character — "  Merciful  and  gracious,  long-suffering,  and  abun 
dant  in  goodness  and  truth  ?"  Arc  these  the  petitions  that 
poor  sinful  creatures  ought  to  offer  when  they  assemble  for  the 
worship  of  the  Creator  of  all  flesh  ?  Above  all,  are  they 
suitable  in  an  English  synagogue,  and  in  the  present  day  ? 
You  may  say  that  Kimchi  and  those  other  commentators,  lived 
in  the  times  of  Popery,  and  that  Edom  only  means  the  Roman 
Catholic  Christians.  But  what  will  those  Jews  say  who  live  in 
Rome  itself,  and  France,  and  Bavaria,  and  other  Roman 
Catholic  countries  ?  You  may  think  them  in  error,  so  do  we, 
but  we  cannot  for  that  pray  that  God  "  would  satiate  the  clods 
with  their  blood,  manure  the  earth  with  their  fat,  and  cause 
the  stench  of  their  carcases  to  ascend."  We  could  not  utter 
such  an  imprecation  against  the  cannibals  of  New  Zealand, 
nor  the  man-stealers  of  Africa.  But  if  you  say  that  you  do 
not  offer  up  these  petitions  against  the  Christians,  whether 
Protestant  or  Romanist,  may  we  ask  against  whom  then  are 
they  directed  ?  And  what  are  your  thoughts  when  you  hear 
these  petitions  read,  and  join  in  them  in  the  synagogue  ?  The 
literal  Edom  was  destroyed  long  since  ;  the  children  of  Edom 
have  long  since  been  utterly  lost.  Where  are  their  posterity 
now  to  be  found  ?  The  above-named  rabbles  say  the  Romans 
were  descended  from  Edom,  but  where  is  their  proof,  either  from 
the  Bible  or  from  profane  history  ?  But  suppose  it  was  so,  how 
will  that  prove  that  the  Greeks,  the  French,  the  Germans,  or 
the  inhabitants  of  the  British  isles  are  thus  descended  ?  The 
truth  is,  there  is  no  historical  evidence  whatever  to  give  even 
a  colour  to  this  assertion  respecting  Rome.  The  rabbies  found 
dreadful  denunciations  of  wrath  against  Edom  in  the  prophets, 
particularly  in  Obadiah  and  the  thirty-fourth  of  Isaiah,  and 
they  thought  that  Rome  and  the  Christians  deserved  such 
punishment  more  than  any  one  else  ;  they  therefore  applied 
them  to  these  objects  of  their  antipathy.  As  far  as  authentic 
history  will  carry  us,  the  descendants  of  the  Edomites  are  to  be 
sought  for  rather  amongst  the  Jews  themselves,  than  amongst 
any  other  people ;  for  the  last  that  we  read  of  the  Edomites  is, 
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that  they  were  subdued  by  John  Hyrcanus,  and  converted  to 
Judaism  at  the  point  of  the  sword.*  Amongst  the  Jews,  then, 
their  descendants  have  ever  since  continued,  and  strange 
enough  some  of  them  may  now  be  offering  in  the  synagogue 
these  imprecations  against  themselves.  But,  however  that  be, 
the  prophecies  against  Edom  do  certainly  not  apply  to  the 
Christian  religion,  which  was  not  Edomitical,  but  altogether 
Jewish  in  its  origin.  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was  a  Jew,  and  his 
apostles  and  first  disciples  from  a  province  of  Judea  as  remote 
as  possible  from  Edom.  And  even  if  the  rabbies  could  prove 
that  Rome  is  Edom,  still  this  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  the 
other  nations  who  are  no  wise  descended  from,  or  connected 
with  that  city  or  people. 

We  are  not  ignorant  of  the  many  prophecies  against  Edom, 
but,  however  many  or  severe,  they  form  no  justification  of  these 
prayers,  even  if  the  rabbies  know  who  is  intended.  God  is 
a  merciful  God,  as  well  as  a  just  Judge,  and  when  he  arises  to 
judgment,  or  when  he  utters  a  denunciation  of  wrath,  we  may 
be  sure  that  he  does  all  in  truth  and  righteousness.  But  that 
furnishes  no  excuse  for  the  sons  of  men  who  presumptuously 
take  upon  themselves  to  call  down  God's  wrath  by  prayer,  or 
to  offer  themselves  as  the  executioners  of  his  anger.  The 
Word  of  God  contains  many  denunciations  of  wrath  against  the 
Jews,  but  this  does  not  justify  the  nations  who  have  persecuted 
and  oppressed  them.  What  would  the  Jews  think  of  us  if  we 
collected  all  the  fearful  passages  in  the  twenty-sixth  chapter  of 
Leviticus,  and  the  twenty-eight  of  Deuteronomy,  and  wove  them 
into  a  prayer  to  call  down  God's  wrath  upon  the  people  of 
Israel?  What  would  they  say  if  we  appointed  this  form 
for  the  most  solemn  days,  and  for  the  time  of  our  festivity  ? 
Yet  this  is  what  the  rabbies  have  done,  and  what  the  oral  law 
prescribes,  and  therefore  we  say,  that  such  teaching  is  not  from 
God.  And  we  say  this,  not  simply  because  reason  leads  to  this 
conclusion,  but  because  such  prayers  are  directly  contrary  to 
the  express  command  of  God.  When  he  sent  the  Jews  into 
captivity  to  Babylon,  he  did  not  tell  them  to  pray  that  "  he 
might  pour  out  his  wrath"  upon  that  city,  and  much  less  to 
"  satiate  the  clods  with  the  blood  "  of  its  inhabitants.  On  the 
contrary,  he  said — 

"  And  seek  the  peace  of  the  city  whither  I  have  caused  you 
to  be  carried  away  captives,  and  pray  unto  the  Lord  for  it :  for 
in  the  peace  thereof  shall  ye  have  peace."  (Jerem.  xxix.  7.) 
Now  how  does  this  command  agree  with  the  above  prayers  ? 
Suppose  even  that  the  rabbies  were  right,  and  that  Edom  does 
mean  Rome,  how  can  the  Jews  there  pray  for  its  peace  and  for 
its  utter  destruction  at  the  same  time  ?  Those  prayers  are 

*  See  Jost's  Geschichte,  vol.  i.  70  and  153. 
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utterly  irreconcileable  with  this  command  of  God,  and  there 
fore  furnish  another  proof  of  the  error  as  well  as  the  intolerance 
of  the  oral  law.  This  was  the  object  which  we  had  peculiarly 
in  view.  We  do  not  wish  to  burden  every  Israelite  in  London 
with  this  intolerance.  Many  are  perhaps  ignorant  that  such 
prayers  are  offered  in  the  synagogue—  -many  overlook  them 
through  inattention,  and  many  others  disapprove  of  them. 
But  in  those  who  do  know  and  disapprove,  it  is  exceedingly 
inconsistent  to  join  in  them,  or  to  remain  silent.  The  spirit  of 
these  prayers  is  thus  countenanced,  and  the  intolerance  handed 
down  from  generation  to  generation.  Children  go  to  the  sy 
nagogue,  and  hear  these  prayers  offered  ;  they  think  as  it  is 
the  language  of  prayer,  of  public  prayer,  of  the  prayers  of  the 
people  of  Israel,  it  must  be  right.  What  other  conclusion  can 
they  form  ?  Thus  they  imbibe  the  same  spirit,  and  thus  the 
people  of  Israel  are  kept  in  bondage  to  the  intolerance  of 
by-gone  generations.  But  some  will  say,  We  acknowledge 
that  these  prayers  are  contrary  to  the  Bible.  Remember,  then. 
that  in  making  this  acknowledgment,  you  admit  that  the 
synagogue  —  yea,  the  whole  nation  of  Jews,  has  been  in  error 
for  many  centuries.  And  if  the  Jewish  nation  has  been 
universally  mistaken  upon  so  simple,  yet  essential,  a  point 
of  religion  as  true  charity,  it  is  highly  probable  that  they  are 
mistaken  on  other  points  too,  especially  those  that  are  more  dif 
ficult  and  less  obvious  to  human  reason.  But  above  all, 
remember  that  whilst  the  whole  system  of  the  oral  law,  in 
its  precepts  and  prayers,  has  taught  you  to  curse  your  enemies, 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  has  taught  us  to  bless.  "  Ye  have  heard 
that  it  hath  been  said,  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour,  and  hate 
thine  enemy:  but  I  say  unto  you,  Love  your  enemies,  bless 
them  that  curse  you,  do  good  to  them  that  hate  you,  and  pray 
for  them  which  despitefully  use  you,  and  persecute  you."  (Matt. 
v.  43,  44.)  "  Bless  them  which  persecute  you  :  bless,  and  curse 
not."  (Rom.  xii.  14.)  But  some  Israelites  may  still  think  that 
it  is  unfair  to  judge  the  oral  law  by  this  one  service  for  the 
Passover.  Such  an  one  we  would  remind  of  the  blessing  of 
the  Epicureans,  as  it  is  called,  which  he  is  bound  to  say  — 

nbsn  bm 


"  in  every  prayer,  every  day."     (Hilchoth  T'phillah,  c.  ii.  2.) 

ra-o  rroan  ww  b:n  mpn  Tin  bs  D^t&babt 
.lana'a  mnBn  D^aarn  im^  mn»  amm  ms1' 
:  tr>"tt  jraaBi  D'WM  "ima?  jn  nns  -p-n 

"  O  let  the  slanderers  have  no  hope  :  all  the  wicked  be  an 
nihilated  speedily,  and  all  the  tyrants  be  cut  off  quickly  ;  humble 
thou  them  quickly  in  our  days.  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord,  who 
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destroyed  our  enemies."  (Daily  Prayers,  fol.  36.)  Here  is  the 
same  utter  want  of  mercy.  No  desire  for  their  amendment,  no 
prayer  for  their  conversion,  but  an  invocation  of  sudden  wrath 
and  destruction.  And  this  the  synagogue  prescribes,  not  on 
its  feasts  only,  but  every  day  ;  yea,  and  every  time  of  prayer  is 
to  be  marked  by  the  voice  of  malediction.  There  is  also  an 
other  command  relating  to  this  daily  malediction,  which  illus 
trates  still  farther  the  spirit  of  the  oral  law. 


BT  sbi  braai  nrtottf  -ras  mbtt? 
CHI   «  vnnn  ins  TIE^  TO»  nnan 
TO  nbs  ib  ^rn£&   r«   r^nip^sn 
:  in  rip-ita  niDTip^EN  SEtp  vnnn 

"  If  the  reader  in  the  synagogue  should  make  a  mistake,  or 
be  confused  and  not  know  where  to  begin,  and  delay  for 
an  hour,  then  let  another  rise  up  in  his  stead.  But  if  he  made 
the  mistake  with  regard  to  the  blessing  of  the  Epicureans,  he 
is  not  to  be  waited  for,  but  let  another  instantly  rise  up  in  his 
stead,  for  perhaps  he  is  infected  with  Epicureanism."  (Ibid.  c. 
x.  3.)  According  to  this  law,  if  the  reader  go  wrong  in  in 
voking  a  blessing,  or  offering  up  an  intercessory  prayer  for 
mercy,  such  a  petition  may  be  delayed  for  a  whole  hour.  But 
if  this  malediction  should  be  the  place  of  his  mistake,  there  is  to 
be  no  delay  and  no  postponement.  If  the  reader  cannot  offer 
it  in  time,  another  is  to  rise  up  immediately,  and  cry  to  heaven 
for  a  curse. 


No.  XVII. 
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WE  have  just  considered  the  extraordinary  command  of  the 
oral  law,  which  provides,  that,  if  the  reader  in  the  synagogue 
should  make  a  mistake  in  reading  the  prayers,  the  congregation 
shall  wait  for  him  for  an  hour  :  except  the  mistake  occur  in 
cursing  the  Epicureans,  for  then,  "  He  is  not  be  waited  for,  but 
let  another  instantly  rise  up  in  his  stead,  for  he  is,  perhaps, 
infected  with  Epicureanism."  The  special  notice  of  this  case  is 
as  honourable  to  the  Jews  as  it  is  condemnatory  of  the  oral  law. 
It  would  appear  from  this  that  such  mistakes  had  occurred. 
Readers  in  the  synagogues  have  sometimes  stumbled  and 
stammered  when  they  came  to  this  fearful  malediction.  And 
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truly  we  are  not  surprised,  if  a  man  of  piety,  acquainted  witn 
God's  Word,  should  be  overwhelmed  in  publicly  cursing  his 
fellow-men,  and  be  unable  to  bring  the  words  of  imprecation 
over  his  lips.  The  care  which  the  Scribes  took  to  legislate  for 
such  an  occurrence,  implies  an  honourable  testimony  to  the  good 
feeling  of  the  nation,  though  it  strongly  marks  their  own  in 
tolerance,  and  forms  a  striking  contrast  to  the  spirit  inculcated 
in  the  teaching  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  When  his  disciples 
asked  him  to  teach  them  to  pray,  he  taught  them  a  short  form  ; 
but  short  as  it  was,  it  contained  the  petition,  "  Forgive  us  our 
trespasses,  as  we  forgive  them  that  trespass  against  us,"  and 
was  followed  by  this  admonition,  "  For  if  ye  forgive  men  their 
trespasses,  your  heavenly  Father  will  also  forgive  you.  But  if 
ye  forgive  not  men  their  trespasses,  neither  will  your  Father 
forgive  your  trespasses."  (Matt.  vi.  14,  15.) 

The  intolerance  which  we  have  noticed,  proves  sufficiently 
that  the  religious  ideas  of  the  oral  law  have  not  been  drawn 
from  Moses  and  the  prophets  ;  and  this  will  appear  still  further 
from  the  absurd  legends  which  are  alluded  to  in  the  prayers  of 
the  synagogue,  as  if  they  were  acknowledged  verities.  In  the 
Liturgy  for  the  feast  of  Pentecost,  which  is  now  approaching, 
we  find  more  than  one  such  allusion,  to  which  we  would  most 
earnestly  call  your  attention.  And  first  of  all,  those  prayers 
recognise  the  legend  of  Leviathan  and  Behemoth.  In  the 
morning  service  for  that  day  the  Jews  repeat  the  following 
words  :  — 


tzna    ^zrrpbtti   fbn 
inn  irn  »  STIIED  -nta  -nm 

marn  nroa  ^rrmpn 
rrmm  rrnn  rrb  mpn  *  srmnrai  ^sn  mbnpb 

*  smmrm 


.  smn 


Which  D.  Le\i  thus  translates  :  —  "  He  will  certainly  bestow  on 
us  the  portion  which  he  hath  promised  us  of  old.  The  sporting 
of  Leviathan  with  the  ox  of  the  high  mountains,*  when  they 
shall  approach  each  other  and  engage  in  battle.  With  his  horn 
he  thrusts  at  the  mightiest  beasts,  but  the  Leviathan  will  leap 
towards  him  with  his  fins  and  great  strength.  His  Creator 
will  then  approach  him  with  his  great  sword,  and  will  prepare 
him  for  an  entertainment  (or  a  banquet)  for  the  righteous  ;  who 
will  be  seated  at  a  table  formed  of  jasper  and  carbuncle,  with  a 

*  This  alludes  to  Ml  0713*    See  Job  xl.  15,  &c.  D.  Levi. 
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river  of  balm  flowing  before  them.  When  they  will  delight 
themselves  and  be  satiated  with  the  bowls  of  wine  prepared  at 
the  creation,  and  reserved  in  the  wine-press."  In  this  portion 
of  the  Liturgy  of  the  synagogue,  there  is  a  very  plain  reference 
to  the  battle  between  Behemoth  and  Leviathan.  The  felicitv 
of  the  righteous  in  the  world  to  come  is  also  described,  and  a 
part  of  it  is  said  to  consist  of  the  banquet  which  God  will 
prepare  for  them  from  the  flesh  of  Leviathan,  when  he  shall 
have  killed  him.  It  is  true  that  D.  Levi  has  the  following 
note  on  this  banquet  :  "  All  this  is  to  be  understood  in  a 
figurative  sense,  and  by  no  means  literally,  as  several  Christian 
commentators  have  done,  and  thus  cast  undeserved  reproach 
on  the  Rabbinical  writers."  But  he  has  neither  given  us  his 
authority,  nor  his  reasons  for  this  assertion  ;  nor  has  he  ex 
plained  the  meaning  of  the  figure.  We  should  be  glad  to 
know  what  ninety-nine  out  of  every  hundred  Jews  understand 
when  they  hear  this  read  in  the  synagogue.  What  do  they 
understand  by  the  name  Behemoth?  What  by  Leviathan'? 
What  by  God's  killing  him  ?  What  by  preparing  him  as  a 
banquet  for  the  righteous  ?  But  however  Jews  in  the  present 
day  may  explain  it  away,  there  can  be  little  doubt  how  the 
authors  of  this  hymn  and  the  Jews  of  old  understood  it.  In  the 
Talmud  we  have  the  following  account  of  these  two  great 
beasts  :  — 


rrnpn.  «-otp    s  :n  -i»«  rrnrr» 
bi  PP-Q  t£?m  ]mb  r|s  .  DN-O  mp:n 
mb  m  rppTs  ^bftbsi   CS-Q  rap3i  -ist 
Tmpn  HOT   nn    ,  ibis;  Dbtsn  bs 
Trob  o^Tisb  nnbsi  nnp:n  ns  nm  -i^n  ns 
^m  P,«I  *  crn  -itz?«  pnn  ns  :nm 
rub  HT  ^ppw  sbnbsi  csnn  rapai  n^t 
TH   DTD   n"npn  nwv  nn  ibi^  cbi^n 
:  sinb 


"  II.  Judah  said,  Kav  said,  Everything  that  God  created  in 
this  world  he  created  male  and  female.  And  thus  he  did  with 
Leviathan  the  piercing  serpent,  and  Leviathan  the  crooked 
serpent,  he  created  them  male  and  female.  But  if  they  had 
been  united,  they  would  have  desolated  the  entire  world. 
What,  then,  did  the  Holy  One  do  ?  He  took  away  the  strength 
of  the  male  Leviathan,  and  slew  the  female  and  salted  her  for 
the  righteous  for  the  time  to  come,  for  it  is  said,  '  And  he  shall 
slay  the  whale  (or  dragon)  that  is  in  the  sea.'  (Isaiah  xxvii.  1.) 
In  like  manner  with  regard  to  Behemoth  upon  a  thousand 
mountains,  he  created  them  male  and  female,  but  if  they  had 
been  united  they  would  have  desolated  the  entire  world. 
G  3 
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What  then  did  the  Holy  One  do  ?  He  took  away  the  strength 
of  the  male  Behemoth,  and  made  the  female  barren,  and 
preserved  her  for  the  righteous  for  the  time  to  come."  —  (Bava 
Bathra,  fol.  74,  col.  2.)  In  this  narrative  there  are  no  marks 
of  allegory.  The  creation  of  the  world  is  not  an  allegory,  but 
a  fact.  The  creating  of  living  creatures  male  and  female  is 
another  fact.  The  weakening  of  the  male  and  the  salting  of 
the  female  to  prevent  the  desolation  of  the  world,  does  not  look 
like  a  figure.  The  Jewish  commentators  certainly  take  the 
matter  very  seriously,  and  speak  of  the  creation  of  Leviathan, 
not  as  of  an  allegory,  but  as  of  a  real  occurrence.  Thus  R. 
Moses,  the  son  of  Nachnian,  in  his  commentary  on  the  words, 
"  And  God  made  great  whales,"  after  describing  the  great  size, 
adds,  — 

win   D^bnan  o^ann  •o  YIEW  i3Tnmi 

rnpan  nm  nnpai  -DT  ow-ina?  iait  mi 
rrn  sb  m  •OBE  ^  ™DN  «  wnb  -rvwb  o 
wb  *o  p  wi  cnn  -IEWE? 


"  And  our  rabbies  have  said  that  *  the  great  whales'  mean  Le 
viathan  and  his  mate,  for  God  created  them  male  and  female, 
but  slew  the  female,  and  salted  her  for  the  righteous  for  the  time 
to  come  :  and  perhaps  this  is  the  reason  why  the  words,  '  And 
it  was  so,'  are  not  added,  for  they  (the  race  of  Leviathan)  did 
not  continue."  (Com.  in  Gen.  i.  21.)  From  this  it  is  evident 
that  the  famous  rabbi  knew  nothing  of  an  allegory,  for  he 
makes  this  legend  the  reason  why  certain  words  used  after  the 
other  works  of  creation  are  not  here  applied.  In  like  manner 
Abarbanel  speaks  of  this  same  pair  of  living  creatures  as  real, 
and  as  possibly  belonging  to  the  class  of  great  whales. 

niron  HDS^  in«D  nrnm  y^wn  mron  bbs  DWI 

nnn  w  *o  D^sbnriB  D^JD  nra 
-n  nm  "IDS  na^son  pisn  iiDwa? 

na^on  Ha^brw  sp  nin   sin 
mpi  n^na  bi?  ^nbn   n^b   N^nn   wniis   s^nnb 
p^nn^i  i^pboi  s^n  wnii?n^  n  wa^ino  «  n^ib2?  wraw 
mm  sb  >wi  T^nn^si  wniisi  n>2a  en 
ntn  s^svai   »  pb  3nttD   nin  pb   wmpa 
mi  "n^ib  *>bisi  »nva«n  n^n  ^-iv  nvn  na 

nv  nvn  DI;  vn  nbwa  la^nim  I-OTB?  iair 
0^3^337   man    nnisb    ion^    13^3? 
:  ntn  nipnn  Dnb 


"  But  if  the  Scripture  class  creeping  things  and  fish  together, 
then    this  verse  tells    us    that  God  created  various  species, 
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for  some  of  them  are  great  whales,  as  is  said  in  the  5th 
chapter  of  Bava  Bathra,  '  Kabbah  Bar  Bar  Channa  says,  Once 
upon  a  time  we  were  sailing  in  a  ship,  and  we  saw  that 
fish  upon  whose  back  the  sand  remains  and  rushes  grow  ; 
we  thought  it  was  terra  finna,  and  landed,  and  remained 
there  and  cooked.  But  when  the  fish's  back  grew  warm, 
he  turned  round,  and  if  the  ship  had  not  been  at  hand  we 
must  have  been  drowned.'  They  that  go  down  to  the  sea 
in  ships  in  the  present  time  tell  similar  stories  :  and  perhaps 
the  Leviathan  and  his  mate,  mentioned  by  our  rabbies, 
belonged  to  this  species.  However,  the  philosophers  of 
the  children  of  our  people  attribute  to  this  chapter  matter 
deeper  than  philosophy,  but  which  we  do  not  want  in 
this  place."  (Com.  in  Gen.  i.  21.)  It  is  true  that  Abarbanel 
here  distinctly  admits  the  existence  of  mysteries  in  that 
chapter  of  the  Talmud.  But  it  is  equally  plain,  that  he 
considered  the  Leviathan,  mentioned  by  the  rabbies,  not  as 
an  allegory,  but  a  real  creation;  and  therefore  assigned 
it  to  the  same  class  as  the  wonderful  fish  seen  by  Bar  Bar 
Channa,  unless  we  take  his  words  as  a  sly  insinuation,  that 
the  story  of  Leviathan  is  about  as  true  as  that  narrated 
by  the  veracious  rabbi. 

These  two  great  rabbies,  then,  did  not  take  the  legend 
of  Leviathan  figuratively  ;  and  we  might  add  some  other 
similar  testimonies,  but  that  Behemoth  also  claims  a  share 
of  our  attention,  and  an  inquiry  into  his  nature  will  con 
tribute  evidence  to  the  same  effect,  that  this  legend  was  not 
taken  figuratively  but  literally.  In  the  first  place,  D.  Levi 
himself  refers  us  to  Job  xl.  15,  and  there  we  read,  "Behold 
now  Behemoth,  which  I  made  with  thee  ;  he  eateth  grass 
like  an  ox."  Here  there  certainly  is  no  allegory.  The 
words  speak  of  a  living  creature,  and  so  they  are  inter 
preted  by  all  the  Jewish  commentators,  whom  we  have  an 
opportunity  of  consulting.  Kalbag  says  — 


:  p  1X212?  o^n     sn  sin 

"Behemoth  is  an  animal,  and  that  is  his  name."  (Com. 
in  loc.)  Aben  Esra,  on  the  words,  "  Behold  now  Behemoth, 
which  I  made  with  thee,"  says  — 


mum  ?ss  ni-D  nnnn  DIP  m»ra 
nnnsn  o  nan^n  nrrntp  >sb  -p 

crts  ^  onnis  api  Q^n  Kinra  jrmbn 
:  tzm  TH  nn  7*ii0«-in  cis  cs  ins  am  i-rbi: 

"Behemoth  is  the  name  of  a  great  beast.  In  the  habitable 
world  there  is  not  a  greater  than  it.  The  reason  why  the 
words  'with  thee'  are  added,  is,  that  it  is  a  land  animal, 
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and  at  the  end  he  mentions  Leviathan,  which  is  an  animal 
of  the  sea.  But  some  say  the  meaning  of  'with  thee'  is, 
that  the  heasts  wrere  created  on  the  same  day  with  the  first 
Adam;  hut  this  interpretation  is  after  the  manner  of  a 
drash."  (Aben  Esra  in  loc.)  This  passage  not  only  gives 
Aben  Esra's  opinion  as  to  the  real  existence  of  Behemoth, 
but  shows  that  other  commentators,  to  whom  he  alludes, 
were  of  the  same  mind.  Rashi  not  only  asserts  the  ex 
istence,  but  says  plainly,  -prob  pin  mpnn,  "Behe 
moth,  that  is  prepared  for  the  time  to  come."  And  again, 
in  his  commentary  on  Psalm  1.  10,  he  takes  the  words 
F|b«  ^"nra  miara,  which  we  translate,  "The  cattle 
upon  a  thousand  hills,"  as  referring  to  "Behemoth  upon  a 
thousand  hills,"  and  says  — 

TOT)   wins?  -PHOT  rrroob  pirmn  sin 
nvi  cv  b3i  nvb 


"This  is  he  that  is  prepared  for  the  banquet  of  the  time 
to  come,  for  he  eats  up  the  produce  of  a  thousand  hills  in 
one  day,  and  every  day  they  grow  again."  The  context 
of  these  words  evidently  show  that  Rashi,  the  most  popular, 
and  the  most  read  of  all  the  Jewish  commentators,  looked 
for  a  real,  not  an  allegorical,  feast  upon  the  flesh  of  the 
Leviathan  and  Behemoth.  The  preceding  and  following 
words  speak  not  of  allegorical,  but  of  real  cattle  and  fowTls. 
According  to  Rashi,  the  whole  passage  would  read  thus  :  — 
"  I  will  take  no  bullock  out  of  thy  house,  nor  he-goats  out 
of  thy  folds.  For  every  beast  of  the  forest  is  mine,  and 
Behemoth  upon  a  thousand  hills.  I  know  all  the  fowls  of 
the  mountain,"  &c.  Here,  then,  Behemoth  is  introduced 
amongst  real  animals  all  fit  for  food,  so  that  it  is  impossible 
to  take  it  figuratively.  This  animal  is  also  suitable  in  size 
for  so  great  an  entertainment;  he  consumes  the  produce  of 
a  thousand  mountains  every  day.  This  was  also  the  opinion 
of  Jonathan,  for  in  his  Targum  on  the  fiftieth  Psalm  he 
has  paraphrased  the  tenth  verse  as  follows  :  — 


pn  N^pnsb  mrrcn  «amn  nvn  b:> 
bra  ^-n  -a  -vim 


"  For  every  beast  of  the  wood  is  mine,  and  I  have  prepared 
for  the  righteous  in  Paradise  pure  cattle,  and  the  wild  ox, 
that  feeds  every  day  upon  a  thousand  mountains."  All 
these  testimonies  (and  many  more  might  be  added)  plainly 
prove,  that  the  Jews,  in  times  past,  looked  for  a  real  and 
substantial  feast  upon  Leviathan  and  Behemoth  ;  and  when 
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we  remember  that  the  commentary  of  Rashi  is  the  first  that  is 
put  into  the  hands  of  the  Jewish  youth  all  over  the  world,  and 
that  it  is  generally  regarded  as  almost,  if  not  altogether,  in 
spired,  it  is  easy  to  conclude  what  is  the  opinion  of  the  great 
majority  of  Jews,  even  in  the  present  day,  as  to  this  enter 
tainment.  Maimonides,  indeed,  denies  that  there  will  be  any 
eating  and  drinking  in  the  world  to  come.  He  says  — 


ma?S3  sbs  mm  *p  in  ^s  snn  abisn 
nviri  in  ^si  Vsin  *ma>n  -osbfcn  rpa  sbn  inbn 
:  mna;  sbi  nb^ns  sb  in  VN 

"  In  the  world  to  come  there  is  neither  body  nor  corporeality, 
but  only  the  souls  of  the  righteous  without  a  body,  like  the 
ministering  angels.  So  neither  is  there  eating  and  drinking." 
(Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  viii.  2.)  But  this  is  a  solitary  opinion, 
as  is  evident  from  the  note  on  the  passage  by  Abraham  ben 
Dior,  who  says  — 


•ps   HEisty  ^a    c^nnp  srm  run   arsn 

-rnbn  marca  sbs  nisinb  Dvron  /vnn 
:m  by  b'in  nsn  mn  sb 


"  The  words  of  this  man  are,  in  my  eyes,  very  near  to  those 
of  him  who  says,  that  there  is  no  resurrection  to  the  body, 
but  only  to  the  soul  ;  and  I  sware  by  my  life  that  this  wras 
not  the  opinion  of  our  wise  men  of  blessed  memory."  In 
deed  Maimonides  himself  acknowledges,  in  his  Commentary 
upon  the  Mishna,  that  the  majority  of  the  Jews  thought  very 
differently  of  the  world  to  come.  He  there  enumerates  five 
classes  of  opinions,  amongst  which  one  is,  that  at  that  time 
the  earth  will  bring  forth  clothes  ready  made,  and  bread 
ready  baked  ;  but  in  every  one  of  the  five,  good  eating  and 
drinking  is  a  main  article.  Of  the  fifth  class  he  says  — 

nbsn  cTarn  onnna  nmn  cm  /varan  nni 
rrm  n^arr  sn^a?  sin  nbninn  "o  D'nmsi  cbin 
vn^i  ino^i  ca?  ib^s^i  py  pb  102^1  c^nan 

bn 


"  And  the  fifth  class  (and  they  are  numerous)  include  all  these 
things,  and  say  that  the  great  hope  is,  that  Messiah  shall 
come  and  raise  the  dead,  and  they  shall  be  gathered  into 
Paradise,  and  there  shall  eat  and  drink  and  be  in  good  health 
to  all  eternity."  (Sanhcdrin,  fol.  119,  col.  1.)  This,  then, 
Maimonides  gives  as  the  general  expectation  of  the  majority, 
and  this  expectation  exactly  agrees  with  the  above  description 
of  the  feast  to  be  prepared  from  Leviathan  and  Behemoth. 


134  RABBINIC  LEGENDS 

We  have,  therefore,  not  only  the  testimony  of  the  most  ce 
lebrated  rabbles  to  prove  that  this  feast  is  not  allegorical  but 
literal,  but  we  have  the  still  stronger  evidence  of  the  general 
expectations   of  the  nation   as   enumerated  by   Maimonides. 
D.  Levi  ought,  therefore,  to  have  said  that  he  understood  it 
allegorically,  but  we  have  seen  that  this  is  not  the  opinion  of 
the  nation,  nor  of  the  most  celebrated  rabbies.     We  are  there 
fore  warranted  in  saying  that  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue 
not  only  consecrate  the  intolerance  of  the  Talmud,  but  also 
stamp   its  absurd  legends  with  authority.     It  is  surely  not 
exceeding  the  bounols  of  soberness  and  modesty  to  call  this 
story  of  the  battle  between  Leviathan  and  Behemoth,  and  the 
feast  to  be  prepared  of  their  flesh,  and  the  salt  meat  of  the 
female  Leviathan,  an   absurd  legend.     David  Levi  evidently 
thought  it  was  such,  and  was  therefore  glad  to  betake  him 
self  to  allegory.     In  the  Bible  there  is  not  one  word  about 
the  killing  or  salting  of  the  female  Leviathan,  nor  about  the 
capacious  stomach  of  Behemoth,  which  requires  a  thousand 
mountains  daily  to  satisfy  it.     This  is  all  the  pure  inven 
tion  of  the  rabbies,  and  we  ask  the  Jews  whether  such  legends 
form  fit  subjects  for  the  prayers  or  praises  of  the  synagogue, 
or  whether  they  can  be  acceptable  in  the  eyes  of  the  God  of 
Israel  ?     We  do  not  mean  to  conceal  the  fact,  that  Christian 
prayer-books  may  be  found  with  legends  as  fabulous,  and  as 
foolish.     But  they  are  the  prayer-books  of  former  generations, 
or  of  those  who  still  adhere  to  traditions  of  men.     With  them 
we  have   nothing   to   do.     Three  hundred  years  have   now 
elapsed  since  our  forefathers  cleared  out  all  such  follies.     But 
the  Jewish  prayer-books  still  remain  unchanged,  and  unless 
the  Jews  make  some  vigorous  effort,  the  legend  of  Leviathan 
and  Behemoth  will  be  read  with  all  solemnity  in  the  syna 
gogues  of  England  at  the  coming  Feast  of  Pentecost.     It  is 
grievous  to  think  that  that  nation  which  once  held  up  the 
torch  of  Divine  truth  to   enlighten  the  world,  should  still 
abide  in  the  darkness  and  superstitions  of  the  Talmud.     And 
yet  this  is,  beyond  all  doubt,  the  condition  of  Israel,  so  long 
as  the  Divine  authority  of  the  Talmud  is  recognised  in  their 
public  prayers.     Individuals  may  say,  that  they  do  not  believe 
in  its  follies,  nor  cherish  its  intolerance,  but  this  cannot  be 
said  of  the  majority.     The  synagogue,  in  its  public  worship, 
still  pronounces  the  maledictions,  and  recites  the  legends  of 
the  oral  law,  and  thus  declares,  in  the  most  solemn  manner 
that  can  be  devised,  that  the  religion  of  the  Talmud  is  the 
religion   of  the  congregation.     A  mere  confession  of  faith  is 
nothing  to  such  a  declaration  as  this.     A  man  may  trifle  with 
his  fellow-men,  but  sentiments  addressed  to  God  in  prayer 
or  praise  must  justly  be  considered  as  the  language  of  the 
heart. 
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How  different  is  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Testament. 
There  all  these  monstrous  fables  are  utterly  rejected ;  there 
is  not  even  an  allusion  to  them.  Mahomet,  confessedly  the 
author  of  a  false  religion,  has  incorporated  not  a  few  of  the 
Talmudic  legends  into  the  Koran.  But  the  disciples  of  Jesus 
of  Nazareth,  though  they  lived  at  a  time  when  the  patronisers 
of  these  fables  had  power,  were  altogether  preserved  from 
such  absurdity.  They  have  transmitted  no  such  distorted  view 
of  God's  dealings  in  creation,  nor  of  the  joys  which  he  has 
prepared  for  his  people  in  eternity.  Their  doctrine  is,  that, 
"  Known  unto  God  are  all  his  works  from  the  beginning  of 
the  world."  (Acts  xv.  18.)  He  is  "The  Father  of  lights, 
with  whom  is  no  variableness  nor  shadow  of  turning."  (James 
i.  17.)  They  also  give  us  an  account  of  the  felicity  of  the 
blessed,  but  a  feast  upon  Leviathan  or  Behemoth  is  not  one 
of  its  features.  "  Behold,  the  tabernacle  of  God  is  with  men, 
and  he  will  dwell  with  them,  and  they  shall  be  his  people, 
and  God  himself  shall  be  with  them,  and  be  their  God. 
And  God  shall  wipe  away  all  tears  from  their  eyes  ;  and  there 
shall  be  no  more  death,  neither  sorrow,  nor  crying ;  neither 
shall  there  be  any  more  pain :  for  the  former  things  are  passed 
away."  (Rev.  xxi.  3,  4.)  "  Beloved,  now  are  we  the  sons  of 
God,  and  it  doth  not  yet  appear  what  we  shall  be ;  but  we 
know  that,  when  he  shall  appear,  we  shall  be  like  him,  for 
we  shall  see  him  as  he  is."  (1  John  iii.  2.)  These  are  the 
hopes  and  expectations  which  that  body  of  Jews,  who  rejected 
the  oral  law,  have  taught  us  to  entertain  and  to  cherish. 
Yes,  brethren  of  the  house  of  Israel,  our  hope  is  altogether 
Jewish.  We  do  not  mean  to  charge  upon  "  the  peculiar 
people  of  God  "  the  folly  of  the  Talmud.  Some  of  the  nation 
forsook  the  pure  Word  of  God,  and  adopted  the  doctrine  of 
an  oral  law.  The  natural  consequence  was,  that  they  ad 
vanced  gradually  farther  and  farther  in  the  mazes  of  error ; 
and  there  all  their  followers  continue.  But  we  never  forget 
that  it  was  another  portion  of  the  Jewish  nation  which 
taught  us  to  worship  the  true  and  living  God.  Our  only 
wish  is,  that  you  would  forsake  Jewish  error,  and  embrace 
Jewish  truth. 
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THAT  the  traditions  of  the  Talmudists  abound  with  the  most 
absurd  and  incredible  stories,  is  a  matter  of  notoriety.  But 
when  a  Talmudist  is  pressed  with  any  one  of  these,  as  a  proof 
that  the  oral  law  is  not  from  God,  he  has  a  ready  answer.  It 
is  an  allegory,  and  contains  the  most  profound  and  mysterious 
wisdom.  It  would  be  very  easy  to  show  from  the  books  printed 
in  Jewish-German,  for  the  edification  of  the  women  and  the 
unlearned,  and  where  the  legends  are  related  as  undoubted 
matter  of  fact,  that  this  is  a  mere  evasion.  But  we  have  other 
evidence  that  is  indisputable.  The  Liturgy  of  the  synagogue 
alludes  to  many  as  to  authentic  history,  and  we  would  not 
believe  any  one  who  should  dare  to  assert,  that  the  Rabbinists, 
in  prayer,  utter  with  their  lips,  what  they  do  not  believe  in 
their  heart.  In  the  Pentecost  prayers,  from  which  we  have 
already  quoted,  we  find  allusion  to  an  anecdote  recorded  of 
Adam, 

tfainnm  tan  bira  b:a  rvb:an 
amp  •  D^DT  wp»b  p^w-i  »  tra^an 
r"ra  ma  »  D^aastr  rntp  amp  >n2 
:  D^DD  n-1531  rrra?  nnay 

Which  D.  Levi  thus  translates,  "It  (the  Sabbath-day)  is  the  end 
of  all  work  above  and  beneath  ;  it  is  accounted  the  seventh 
among  the  days  ;  the  first  convocation  of  seasons  ;  holy  to  the 
Lord  of  hosts  ;  a  glorious  holy  Sabbath  to  those  who  rest 
thereon  ;  it  redeemed  the  first  created  man  from  judgment  ;  he 
chanted  a  song,  and  appeased  the  wrath  of  God."  (fol.  81.) 
Here  two  important  circumstances,  not  mentioned  by  Moses, 
are  alluded  to.  First,  that  the  Sabbath  redeemed  Adam  from 
judgment,  and  secondly,  that  his  song  appeased  the  wrath 
of  God.  They  are  found  in  the  traditions  of  the  rabbies  at 
full  length,  and  are  related  as  follows  :  — 


nn«  D223  mttf  msn  nvn  rrorc 
ims  r^bpn  mrcn  raHVe  vm 


vby     Kii     nn^n   ^«ba  vm 


sb« 

-pm  vasb  n»s  pirsin  msb  -nrpao 
nn«  ^i  ob*i3?n  rnn  anna  sb 
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STT  in  Tramp  s>n  IT  Vnnn 
mani  *  ims  iznp^  ^n^n  DV  n«  trnbs 
nro  D-T«  ns-n  cama  btt?  na^-m  ms  bira  razpn 
tznpi  mran  ns  rrnpn  -pn  oanb  Kb  -IDS  nnt&  biz? 
-nattt  -ic-SDtp  *  raa?n  nvb  -IETDI  -rmn  b^nnn 
ntn  TiBTnn  -IBIS  bww  n  .  nntpn  ovb 
nvrnn 


"At  the  seventh  hour  of  the  day,  on  the  eve  of  the  Sabbath,  the 
first  Adam  was  introduced  into  Paradise  ;  and  the  ministering 
angels  were  engaged  in  lauding  and  introducing  him.  But 
between  the  suns,  on  the  eve  of  the  Sabbath,  he  was  driven  out, 
and  went  forth  ;  and  the  ministering  angels  were  calling  to 
him,  and  saying,  '  Adam  being  in  honour  abideth  not  :  he 
is  like  the  beasts  that  perish.'  It  is  not  written,  '  like  a  beast 
that  perishes,'  but  '  like  the  beasts  that  perish  ;  '  i.e.,  they  both. 
The  Sabbath-day  came,  and  became  an  advocate  for  the  first 
Adam.  It  said  before  God,  Lord  of  the  wrorld,  in  the  six  days 
of  the  creation,  nothing  in  the  world  was  killed,  and  wilt  thou 
begin  with  me?  Is  this  my  sanctification,  and  is  this  my 
blessing,  as  it  is  said,  '  And  God  blessed  the  seventh  day,  and 
sanctified  it.'  Therefore  by  the  merit  of  the  Sabbath-day  Adam 
was  delivered  from  the  judgment  of  hell  ;  and  when  Adam  saw 
the  power  of  the  Sabbath,  he  said,  It  was  not  for  nothing,  that 
the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  blessed  and  sanctified  it,  so 
he  began  singing  and  chanting  to  the  Sabbath-day,  as  it  is 
said,  '  A  psalm  or  song  to  or  for  the  Sabbath-day?  (Psalm 
xcii.  1.)  Kabbi  Ishmael  says,  This  psalm  was  said  by  the  first 
Adam,  but  was  forgotten  in  all  the  generations,  until  Moses 
came  and  restored  it."  (Pirke  Eleazar,  fol.  13,  col.  3.)  The 
Yalkut  Shimoni  gives  the  story  substantially  the  same,  except 
ing  that  when  Adam  said,  "  A  psalm  or  song  to  the  Sabbath- 
day,"  the  Sabbath  reproved  him,  and  said,  "  Dost  thou  sing 
hymns  to  me  ?  Come  and  let  us  both  sing  hymns  to  the  Holy 
One,  blessed  be  He,  '  It  is  a  good  thing  to  give  thanks  unto  the 
Lord.'"  (Ps.  xcii.  1.)  This,  then  is  the  story  which  the 
prayer-book  of  the  synagogue  authenticates,  by  interweaving, 
in  its  addresses  to  the  God  of  Israel,  the  above-quoted  words 
concerning  the  Sabbath,  "It  redeemed  the  first  created  man 
from  judgment  ;  he  chanted  a  song,  and  appeased  the  wrath  of 
God.  From  first  to  last  it  bears  the  plain  marks  of  mendacity. 
It  misrepresents  the  merciful  character  of  God,  as  if  he  would 
have  destroyed  Adam,  had  it  not  been  the  Sabbath-day.  It 
ascribes  a  certain  degree  of  merit  to  Adam,  who  had  been 
guilty  of  the  most  inexcusable  ingratitude  to  his  Divine  Bene- 
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factor.  And  it  directly  contradicts  the  narrative  of  Moses, 
who  ascribes  the  mercy  vouchsafed  to  the  spontaneous  over 
flowings  of  the  grace  of  God.  Besides  all  this,  it  is  perfectly 
ludicrous  to  imagine  that  Adam,  just  driven  out  of  Paradise  for 
his  disobedience,  with  the  curse  of  the  Almighty  resting  upon 
him,  goaded  by  the  pangs  of  a  guilty  conscience,  and  his  whole 
frame  undergoing  the  mighty  transition  from  immortality  to 
corruption  —  it  is  perfectly  ludicrous  to  imagine  that  he  could 
be  in  a  fit  mood  to  sit  down  and  compose  a  poem.  Indeed  the 
rabbies  themselves  have  not  left  this  story  a  fair  appearance  of 
credibility,  for  on  the  very  same  page  of  the  Yalkut,  where  this 
origin  of  the  ninety-second  Psalm  is  described,  another  equally 
veracious  incident  in  the  life  of  Adam,  is  assigned  as  the 
occasion  of  its  composition. 


3?>D  TIES  ptpsin  ms  ntn 
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DTK  Vnnn  vntBaroi  nmtpn  waw  rrb 
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"Rabbi  Levi  says,  this  hymn  was  said  by  the  first  Adam. 
Adam  happened  to  meet  Cain,  and  said  to  hi  in,  What  has 
been  done  in  the  matter  of  thy  judgment?  He  replied, 
I  have  repented,  and  been  reconciled.  Adam  began  to 
strike  his  forehead  with  his  hand,  and  said,  So  great  is  the 
power  of  repentance,  and  I  did  not  know  it  !  Immediately  the 
first  Adam  stood,  and  said  this  Psalm."  Thus,  on  the  showing 
of  the  traditions  themselves,  this  legend,  formally  adopted  in 
the  prayers  of  the  synagogue,  is  a  falsehood.  Can  this  be 
acceptable  worship  ?  Is  it  reasonable  worship  ?  Is  the  legend 
itself,  in  any  of  its  features,  worthy  of  that  great  people,  that 
received  the  law  of  God  at  Sinai  ?  This  is  the  religion  of  the 
High-priests  and  Pharisees  who  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth, 
and  this  the  wisdom  of  those  who  condemned  Him,  and  that 
fully  accounts  for  their  conduct.  Men,  who  had  let  loose  their 
imaginations  into  the  regions  of  romance  and  fiction,  were  not 
likely  to  love  the  sober  truth  inculcated  by  Jesus  and  his 
disciples.  Their  appetites  were  vitiated,  and  they  were  not 
satisfied  with  the  unadorned  narrative  of  Moses.  They  had  ^t 
all  relish  for  the  simple  majesty  of  the  "  oracles  of  God."  We 
appeal  to  the  native  acuteness,  and  unsophisticated  feeling  of 
every  right-minded  Jew,  and  ask  whether  it  is  not  a  melancholy 
spectacle  to  behold  the  wise  men  of  Israel  thus  trifling  with  the 
sin  of  Adam,  that  sad  event,  the  source  of  all  our  woes?  Very 
different  is  the  tone  in  which  the  New  Testament  speaks  both 
of  it,  and  of  the  mind  of  God  in  reference  to  it.  "  Wherefore, 
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as  by  one  man  sin  entered  into  the  world,  and  death  by  sin  ; 
and  so  death  passed  upon  all  men,  for  that  all  have  sinned  : 
for  until  the  law  sin  was  in  the  world  ;  but  sin  is  not  imputed 
when  there  is  no  law.  Nevertheless  death  reigned  from  Adam 
to  Moses,  even  over  them  that  had  not  sinned  after  the  similitude 
of  Adam's  transgression,  who  is  the  figure  of  Him  that  was  to 
come.  But  not  as  the  offence,  so  also  is  the  free  gift.  For  if 
through  the  offence  of  one  many  be  dead,  much  more  the  grace 
of  God,  and  the  gift  by  grace,  which  is  by  one  man,  Jesus 
Christ,  hath  abounded  unto  many."  (Romans  v.  12—15.)  But 
whatever  the  Jews  may  think  of  the  New  Testament  represen 
tation,  we  have  here  shown  that  their  Liturgy  contains  an  ab 
surd  legend,  borrowed  from  tradition  ages  ago,  and  which  re 
mains  there  to  this  day.  But,  alas  !  the  very  next  sentence  of 
the  prayer,  from  which  we  have  quoted,  contains  two  more. 

-nsa  t  n^anb  ns  ^n  isbi  msb  rwo 
.n^ann  s^nnb  ^bn  NBB  .n^aa  mro 
-jb  ^on  nsnT   «  trans  n^a-n  rro 
m  in  sb  1E2E   *  D^iBip 
nn  ^D  TOT  •  cpasa  sb  m 


"  It  (the  Sabbath)  is  noted  as  a  sign  and  a  witness  between  the 
heavenly  Father  and  his  children  :  observe  its  removals,  as 
taught  by  the  wise  men,  not  to  bring  out  a  load  from  within  ; 
death  is  pronounced  against  those  that  profane  it,  either  by 
excision  or  stoned  with  stones  ;  by  the  manna  it  was  well 
known  unto  thee  in  ancient  days,  for  on  the  Sabbath  that  food 
did  not  descend;  the  necromancers  were  not  answered  on  it; 
remember  that  on  it  the  incomprehensible  river  b  resteth." 
Amongst  the  other  honours  of  the  Sabbath-day,  and  the  other 
testimonies  to  its  sacredness,  this  prayer  recounts  two  miracles. 
The  one,  that  necromancers  could  not  bring  up  the  dead  on  that 
day  ;  the  other,  the  weekly  Sabbatarian  rest  of  the  river  Sam- 
bation.  The  first  of  these  miracles  has  been  left  by  D.  Levi 
without  notice  or  explanation.  He  thought,  perhaps,  that  it 
would  not  do  in  English.  But  to  the  second,  the  resting  "  of 
the  incomprehensible  river6"  he  has  attached  the  following 
note  :  — 

"  b  This  denotes  the  river  ]  V2Bp»  said  to  rest  on  the  Sabbath 
from  throwing  up  stones,  &c.,  which  it  does  all  the  week.  See 
Sanhedrin,  fol.  Ixv.  2  ;  Yalkut  on  Isaiah,  fol.  lii.  1  ;  Pesikta, 
Tanchuma,  sect.  SIZ7H  *O-  See  also  Shalsheleth  Hakkabala, 
and  Juchsin." 

D.  Levi  himself  thus  acknowledges,  that  no  allegory  is  here 
intended,  but  that  the  llabbinists  do  really  believe  that  there 
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is  a  river  that  throws  up  stones  all  the  week,  and  rests  on  the 
Sabbath-day.  Many  and  various  are  the  accounts  which  the 
rabbies  give  of  it,  but  we  shall  confine  ourselves  to  one  or  other 
of  D.  Levi's  references,  which  also  throw  light  upon  the  subject 
of  the  necromancers. 

sn  ™  Eimn  DISII  Dimta  bstz?  n*  nbsttf    si 


-n3  rrai  ib  IEN  n^ra  D*P  TOI  ib 
•on  rrb  -IEN  .  ins  SHE-T  ^3  rare  •os  *nrn  Vs 


i-a    n^v  2is  bsn 


"  Turnus  Rufiis,  the  wicked,  also  proposed  this  question  to  R. 
Akiva,  saying,  Why  is  the  Sabbath-day  better  than  other  days? 
He  replied,  Why  art  thou  greater  than  other  men  ?  He 
answered,  So  is  the  will  of  my  Master.  The  rabbi  said,  So  is  it 
with  the  Sabbath,  such  is  the  will  of  God.  Turnus  Rufus  said, 
But  I  mean  to  say,  who  will  prove  to  me  that  this  day  is  the 
Sabbath-day  ?  The  rabbi  answered,  The  river  Sarnbation  will 

Erove  this  ;  —  a  necromancer  will  prove  this  ;  —  the  grave  of  thy 
ither  will  prove  this,  for  the  smoke  is  not  made  to  ascend  from 
it  on  the  Sabbath/'  (Sanhed.  fol.  65,  col.  2.)  In  his  commentary 
upon  this  passage,  Itashi  says  of  the  Sarnbation, 


nai  tspittf  rat&n  nvni  -fbim 

"  The  Sambation  is  a  certain  river  of  stones,  which  rolls  along 
all  the  days  of  the  week,  but  on  the  Sabbath-day  it  is  perfectly 
still."  He  also  explains  to  us  what  is  meant  by  the  smoke  not 
ascending  from  the  grave  on  the  Sabbath-day,  in  the  following 
note  : 

YON  bt&  ra 


"  On  all  the  other  days  of  the  year  a  smoke  was  made  to  ascend 
from  the  grave  of  the  father  of  Turnus  Rufus,  for  he  was 
suffering  the  judgment  of  burning,  but  on  the  Sabbath-day,  the 
sinners  in  hell  have  rest."  Whether  Turnus  Rufus  saw  the 
smoke  or  not,  the  Talmud  does  not  inform  us,  but  the  Bereshith 
Rabba,  another  work  of  equal  credibility  in  such  matters  of  fact, 
tells  the  story  a  little  more  at  length,  and  informs  us  that  he 
was  not  satisfied  with  the  argument  drawn  from  the  river 
Sambation.  R.  Akiva  therefore  advised  him  to  cite  his  father 
from  the  dead  on  the  Sabbath  and  the  other  days,  and  that  this 
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experiment  would  convince  him.  To  this  Turnus  Rufus 
consented,  and  the  results  are  described  in  the  following 
words  :  — 

-rm  pbo   sb   Hraam  sratzn  ^v  ba  pboi 

•mm  rrnnws  nrp»i  p  rpb  IBM  rppow 

sb  roan  rarcn  m^  ~o  rpbs 

raren  n«  in^D  irse?  •»»  ho   rrb  -IBS 

*  imD  Srn  ims  -)Ba?B   win  ]S3 

nw  bD  c^bBr  onsi0  nsb  BT  bB2  *oi  ib  -IBS 

raa?n  mia^  bs  ib  nas  ^ni2  ens 


"  His  father  came  up  every  day  of  the  week,  but  on  the 
Sabbath-day  he  did  not  come  up.  On  the  first  day  of  the  week 
he  brought  him  up  again,  and  said  to  him,  Father,  hast  thou 
been  made  a  Jew  since  thy  death  ;  why  is  it  that  thou  comest 
up  on  all  the  other  days  of  the  week,  but  not  on  Sabbath  ?  He 
replied,  Whosoever  will  not  keep  the  Sabbath  voluntarily  in 
your  world,  must  keep  it  here  in  spite  of  himself.  He  then 
said,  Father,  have  you  then  got  work  on  the  other  days  of  the 
week,  and  rest  on  the  Sabbath  ?  The  father  replied,  On  the 
other  days  of  the  week  we  are  judged,  but  on  the  Sabbath  we 
are  at  rest."  (Bereshith  Itabba,  fol.  9,  col.  4.)  Such  are  the 
legends  which  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  on  the  solemn  feast  of 
Pentecost,  stamps  with  all  the  authority  of  authentic  history. 
Is  it  necessary  to  prove  to  the  Jews  of  England  that  both  these 
stories  are  utterly  untrue  ?  Is  it  necessary  to  say,  that  there  is 
not,  and  never  was,  such  a  river  as  the  Sambation  ?  Within  a 
century  the  world  has  been  explored  in  every  direction.  From 
Cooke  to  Kotzebue  the  globe  has  been  many  times  circumnavi 
gated,  but  none  has  brought  us  any  tidings  of  the  Sambation. 
Since  the  times  of  Benjamin  of  Tudela,  and  Abraham  Peritsol, 
there  has  been  a  host  of  adventurous  travellers,  but  none  had 
the  luck  to  behold  the  miraculous  torrent  of  the  Sambation.  In 
this  very  city  Jews  are  occasionally  found  from  every  part  of 
the  world,  but  from  the  banks  of  the  Sambation  no  messenger 
has  yet  arrived.  The  whole  account  is  a  fiction,  and  is  unworthy 
of  a  place  in  the  prayers  of  the  Jews  of  England.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  the  necromancers,  who  obtain  no  answer  on  the 
Sabbath-day.  It  is  nothing  more  than  a  clever  fiction.  By 
the  law  of  Moses  necromancy  is  forbidden  to  the  Jews,  and 
therefore  the  inventor  well  knew  that  no  pious  Jew  would  ever 
make  the  experiment,  either  on  the  Sabbath  or  the  other  days. 
The  story  of  Turnus  Kufus,  and  his  father,  as  told  in  the 
Bereshith  Kabba,  is  plainly  contrary,  even  to  the  assertions  of 
the  oral  law  itself.  The  Hither  is  made  to  say,  "  Whosoever 
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will  not  keep  the  Sabbath  voluntarily  in  your  world,  must  keep 
it  here,  in  spite  of  himself ;"  which  implies  that  all,  who  do  not 
keep  the  Jewish  Sabbath,  must  be  punished  in  the  flames  of 
hell ;  whereas  the  oral  law  says  that  the  observance  of  the 
Sabbath  is  not  required  of  the  sons  of  Noah.  When  this  prayer 
was  introduced  into  the  Liturgy  of  the  synagogue  we  know  not, 
but  there  it  now  stands,  and  in  one  short  paragraph  contains 
three  downright  falsehoods.  David  Levi  himself  points  us  to 
R.  Akiva  as  the  author  of  the  last  two ;  and  accordingly  the 
Talmud  records  the  original  reference  to  the  business  of  the 
necromancers  and  the  river  Sambation,  as  proceeding  from  the 
mouth  of  that  great  Rabbi.  This  brings  us  back  to  the  time 
immediately  succeeding  the  rejection  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and 
shows  us  the  superstition  and  the  falsehood  of  those  who 
rejected  him.  Either  R.  Akiva  invented  these  tilings  himself, 
and  then  he  is  guilty  of  deliberate  falsehood,  or  he  received 
these  accounts  from  others  who  went  before  him,  and  then  he 
was  a  superstitious  man,  and  the  guilt  of  inventing  falsehood  is 
thrown  back  on  the  earlier  rabbies.  What  is  to  be  thought 
then  of  the  wisdom  of  those  men  who  were  weak  enough  to 
believe,  or  wicked  enough  to  invent,  such  absurd  fables  ?  Yet 
these  are  the  men  who  opposed  Christianity,  and  this  is  the 
system  which  a  large  portion  of  the  Jewish  nation  has  preferred 
for  1700  years.  That  the  Rabbinical  Jews  have  firmly  believed 
these  legends  is  plain.  They  occur  in  the  Talmud,  whose 
authority  is  regarded  as  divine.  They  are  repeated  by  Rashi, 
Ramban,  Bechai,  and  a  whole  host  of  the  most  esteemed  Jewish 
writers.  They  have  formed  a  part  of  the  synagogue  service 
for  centuries,  and  are  still  found  in  the  Prayer-books  of  the 
English  Jews,  to  testify  that  they  are  not  yet  emancipated 
from  the  chains  of  superstition.  If  they  had  been,  if  any 
considerable  number  of  Jews  had  been  convinced  of  the 
falsehood  of  these  stories,  they  would  never  have  suffered  them 
to  remain  in  the  worship  of  God.  It  is  utterly  impossible  to 
suppose  that  men  would  sanction  the  solemn  propagation  of 
falsehood,  and  yet  whenever  the  Pentecost  prayers  are  read  or 
printed,  there  the  fables  of  Behemoth  and  Leviathan,  Adam 
and  the  Sabbath,  Turnus  Rufus  and  the  Sambation,  are 
solemnly  accredited  to  the  world  as  worthy  of  all  belief  and 
honour.  The  fact  that  they  constitute  a  part  of  a  solemn 
address  to  Almighty  God,  and  that  not  from  an  individual,  but 
from  the  congregation  of  Israel,  gives  them  a  sanction  that 
nothing  else  could  confer.  The  foreign  Jew  who  comes  to 
England  from  some  country  where  there  is  not  so  much  light, 
might,  if  he  found  such  fables  struck  out  of  the  English 
synagogue  service,  obtain  a  little  light,  and  go  back  to  his 
countrymen  with  the  news,  that  the  enlightened  English  Jews 
have  rejected  all  these  absurdities  ;  and  thus  the  moral  email ci- 
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pation  of  the  nation  might  be  prepared  throughout  the  world. 
But  no ;  the  superstitious  Talmudist  from  Turkey,  or  from 
Barbary,  or  the  North,  arrives  in  England,  goes  to  the  sy 
nagogue,  and  finds  the  same  fables  and  the  same  superstitions 
that  he  had  learned  in  his  less  favoured  native  land,  and 
returns  as  he  came.  Perhaps  he  takes  with  him  a  copy  of  the 
synagogue  prayers,  printed  in  London,  and  exhibits  to  his 
countrymen  Behemoth  and  Leviathan,  the  necromancers  and 
the  Sambation,  adorned  with  all  the  beauty  of  English  printing, 
paper,  and  binding.  There  is  surely  a  great  and  solemn 
responsibility  resting  on  those  Israelites  who  do  not  believe 
these  fables,  to  protest  against  their  admission  into  the  prayers 
of  the  synagogue.  The  honour  of  the  nation,  the  welfare  of 
their  brethren,  and  the  glory  of  God,  all  call  for  such  a  public 
protestation.  The  Jewish  nation  is  a  great  and  intellectual 
people,  highly  gifted  by  God  with  those  powers  that  adorn  and 
dignify  humanity.  But  this  is  not  the  estimate  formed  by  the 
world  at  large.  Why  not  ?  Because  the  world  at  large  knows 
only  the  fables  and  absurdities  of  the  Talmud,  but  is  ignorant 
of  the  real  monuments  of  Jewish  genius.  What  can  be  said, 
then,  by  an  advocate  for  the  Jews,  to  one  who  holds  the  Jewish 
mind  cheap  ?  All  arguments  will  prove  powerless  as  long  as 
these  instances  of  superstition  and  folly  are  contained  in  the 
Jewish  prayers.  The  objector  will  still  point  to  them,  and  say, 
If  you  want  to  know  what  men  really  believe,  do  not  look  at 
their  controversial  works,  or  their  apologetic  writings,  but 
examine  their  Prayer-book.  Consider  not  what  they  say  to 
man,  but  listen  to  what  they  say  to  God.  There  they  are 
sincere.  What  can  we  answer  to  this  argument  ?  Can  we  say 
that  all  the  follies  and  intolerance  of  former  generations  are 
expunged  ?  No ;  whether  from  love  or  from  listlessness,  there 
they  abide  to  this  day. 

But  the  honour  of  the  nation  is  but  of  small  weight  compared 
with  its  spiritual  and  temporal  prosperity.  The  English  Jews 
might,  by  erasing  all  such  passages,  and*  thoroughly  reforming 
their  Prayer-book,  prove  a  blessing  to  their  brethren  scattered 
through  the  world.  Do  the  intelligent  and  enlightened  part 
of  the  nation  really  wish  to  raise  their  brethren  in  the  moral 
scale  ?  It  must  be  done  by  purifying  their  religious  notions. 
There  is  an  inseparable  bond  of  union  between  religion  and 
moral  virtue.  Superstition  degrades  and  enfeebles  the  mind  ; 
but  zeal  for  the  glory  of  God  calls  still  more  loudly  upon  every 
devout  Israelite  to  vindicate  the  honour  of  that  revelation 
which  God  consigned  to  their  care,  and  which  is  obscured  by 
these  fabulous  additions. 
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ONE  of  the  most  glorious  circumstances  in  the  national  his 
tory  of  Israel,  as  well  as  one  of  the  most  extraordinary  facts  in 
the  records  of  mankind,  is  the  descent  of  the  Lord  God  upon 
Mount  Sinai  to  proclaim  the  law.  Glorious  it  is  for  Israel,  for 
never  did  nation  hear  the  voice  of  the  Lord,  speaking  out  of  the 
midst  of  the  fire,  as  Israel  heard.  The  display  of  God's  grace 
and  favour  is  the  glory  of  his  people,  and  here  they  were  both 
displayed  pre-eminently.  The  grandeur  and  awfulness  of  the 
scene  we  cannot  now  enter  upon,  except  to  remark,  that  the 
grandeur  of  the  reality  is  equalled  by  the  dignity  of  the 
narrative,  which  Moses  has  left  us  in  the  19th  and  20th 
chapters  of  Exodus.  None  but  an  inspired  historian  could 
have  treated  an  event  so  honourable  to  his  nation,  with  such 
majestic  simplicity.  The  style  and  tone  furnish  an  ii  -resistible 
evidence  to  the  truth  of  the  relation.  And  perhaps  this 
evidence  is  much  strengthened  by  the  contrast  presented  in 
the  writings  of  the  rabbies.  There  is  no  part  of  the  Scripture 
history  which  they  have  more  amplified  by  additions  of  their 
ewn  ;  as  plainly  stamped  with  falsehood,  as  the  other  Avith 
truth.  We  have  here  a  wide  field  before  us,  but  shall  confine 
ourselves  to  those  legends  which  are  authenticated  in  the 
synagogue  prayers  for  the  anniversary  of  that  great  event. 
In  the  morning  service  for  the  second  day  is  found  an  account 
of  the  giving  of  the  law,  in  which  the  following  wonderful 
passage  occurs  :  — 


rwro  ss  *  nran  nntns  tzmp 
ibn    nans 


"Dread  seized  the  holy  hosts,  when  thou  didst  turn  the 
mountain  over  them  as  a  tub  :  they  received  the  pure  law  with 
fear  and  tremor."  (D.  Levi's  Pentecost  Prayers,  fol.  150.) 
Here  is  a  circumstance  in  the  giving  of  the  law,  which  few 
readers  of  the  Pentateuch  will  remember.  All  will  grant  that 
to  see  Mount  Sinai  hanging  over  them,  like  a  tub  or  an  ex 
tinguisher,  was  a  very  dreadful  sight,  if  it  really  happened. 
But  surely  every  reasonable  Israelite  will  inquire  upon  what 
evidence  it  rests  ?  In  all  the  previous  history  God  appears  as 
a  merciful  Father,  visiting  his  children  in  their  affliction,  re 
deeming  them  from  bondage,  and  exhibiting  miracle  after 
miracle  as  their  safety  or  their  necessity  required  ;  how  is  it, 
then,  that  He  appears  so  suddenly  in  the  character  of  a  tyrant 
or  a  destroyer,  ready  to  drop  the  mighty  mountain  upon  the 
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heads  of  his  people,  and  cover  them  up  for  ever  under  the  rocky 
mass?  Moses  throws  no  light  upon  the  subject.  The  oral  law, 
the  Talmud,  must  explain  the  mystery. 


-n  ^"nw  n  HEN  -inn  rrnnra 
o  nnn  n«  n"npn  cmbr  nzzw  -r^ba  son  -a 
isb  CST  ntoitt  rmnn  nw  ibspn  cs  cnb  -IDSI 
SD^  np^  in  sns  n  IDS  fnsrmnp  snn 
:  "DI   HTprnrf?    nm 

"  And  they  stood  at  the  nether  part  of  the  mountain  (or 
beneath  the  mountain).  (Exod.  xix.  17.)  R.  Avdimi,  the  son 
of  Chama,  the  son  of  Chasa,  says,  These  words  teach  us  that 
the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  turned  the  mountain  over  them 
like  a  tub,  and  said  to  them,  If  ye  will  receive  the  law,  well  ; 
but  if  not,  there  shall  be  your  grave.  R.  Acha,  the  son  of 
R.  Jacob,  says,  This  is  a  great  confession  for  the  law." 
(Shabbath,  fol.  88,  1.)  From  this  extract  it  appears  that  the 
whole  foundation  of  the  fable  is  a  sort  of  pun  upon  the  words 
inn  rpnnra,  "  beneath  the  mountain,"  or  as  the  English 
translators  rightly  have  it,  "  at  the  nether  part  of  the 
mountain."  R.  Avdimi  thought  that  these  words  meant,  as 
Rashi  says,  JtfEEi  inn  nnn,  ".under  the  mountain  in  the 
strictest  sense  of  the  words."  But  then  the  puzzle  wras,  how  the 
Israelites  got  into  that  situation.  R.  Abdimi's  imagination 
supplied  the  rest.  But  in  the  first  place,  the  word  JTnnn 
occurs  often  enough  in  both  the  singular  and  plural,  but  never 
has  this  signification.  In  the  second  place,  this  fable  directly 
contradicts  the  Mosaic  account.  God  had  already  sent  notice 
to  inform  the  people  of  the  giving  of  the  law,  and  they 
had  replied,  "All  that  the  Lord  hath  spoken  we  will  do." 
(Ver.  8.)  In  the  third  place,  if  the  mountain  was  turned  over 
them  like  a  tub,  how  did  Moses  get  up  to  the  top,  and  what 
necessity  was  there  for  the  command,  "  Go  down,  charge  the 
people,  lest  they  break  through?"  &c.  (Ver.  21.)  And  lastly, 
if  the  law  was  forced  upon  the  Israelites  contrary  to  their 
wish,  cannot  they  make  this  an  apology  for  disobedience? 
Is  not  this  what  R.  Acha,  the  son  of  Jacob,  actually  does, 
when  he  says,  "  This  is  a  great  confession  for  the  law  ?'' 
So  at  least  Rashi  explains  his  words. 


Mb  n^b  jv-rb  na^r  CHE?   nm 
mbnptp  nmtpn  cnb  ty  cr^bs?  oribropw  nn 

"A  great  confession,  for  if  he  call  them  to  judgment,  saying, 

Why  have  ye  not  kept  that  wrhich  ye  took  upon  yourselves, 

they  have  an  answer,  that  they  were  forced  to  receive  it." 

(Rashi  Comment,  in  loc.)     Ana  this  fable,   contrary  to  the 

H 
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narrative  of  Moses,  derogatory  to  the  mercy  of  God,  and  sub 
versive  to  the  principle  of  human  responsibility,  the  rabbies 
have  introduced  into  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue,  and  there  it 
stil1  «tands  as  an  evidence  of  the  absence  of  God's  Spirit  from 
those  who  rejected  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  and  imposed  the  oral  law 
upon  Israel.  But  this  want  of  wisdom  appears  not  only  in  the 
nature  of  the  additions  which  they  have  made  to  the  Word  of 
God,  but  also  in  the  conflicting  statements  which  these  addi 
tions  contain.  In  the  legend  just  given  Israel  is  represented 
as  having  been  unwilling  to  receive  the  law,  and  yet  in  the 
morning  service  for  the  first  day  of  Pentecost,  we  have  an 
allusion  to  another  legend,  which  describes  the  great  reward 
bestowed  upon  them,  because  they  received  it  with  such  a 
ready  mind. 


rmn  bis  ibnp  en 

t  isb  rrnrcm  m  np*rcn  ?  1^2  nwi  SBE 
mbbi  roiroi  roibftb  »  WID  n'nro 


"  They  willingly  took  the  yoke  of  his  law  upon  them,  and 
caused  the  expression,  '  We  will  do,'  to  precede,  *  We  will 
hearken;'  before  they  heard  it  they  said,  'We  will  do,'  and 
which  was  accounted  for  righteousness  to  them  ;  and  they  were 
dignified  with  two  crowns';  and  rendered  awful  with  the 
sovereignty  of  the  priesthood,  and  the  Levitical  institution." 
(Pentecost  Prayers,  fol.  86.)  At  first  sight  it  would  appear  as 
if  this  were  a  mere  figurative  expression  to  denote  either  the 
priesthood  and  the  Levitical  institution,  or  the  monarchy  and 
the  priesthood.  But  then  a  difficulty  occurs,  why  are  only  two 
crowns  mentioned  ?  Every  one  knows  that  in  a  figurative  sense 
the  oral  law  says  that  Israel  is  crowned  with  three  crowns,  as 
it  is  said, 


-iroi  mm  -ins     tna^  nnsa   nmns 

:  msb»  -insi 

"  Israel  is  crowned  with  three  crowns,  the  crown  of  the  law, 
and  the  crown  of  the  priesthood,  and  the  crown  of  the 
kingdom."  (Hilchoth  Talmud  Torah,  chap.  iii.  1.)  Why 
then  does  this  prayer  only  mention  two?  It  is  because  it 
refers  to  a  totally  different  circumstance.  The  number  of 
the  crowns,  and  the  reason  assigned  for  their  bestowal, 
"  because  they  caused  the  expression  '  We  will  do,  '  to  precede 
'  We  will  hearken,'  "  both  identify  the  allusion  as  being  made 
to  the  following  Talmudic  legend  :  — 


insi  ins  bsb  rntErr  •onba 

THNI    niZ?S3    TIDD    "THN    O^nD    ^3D    ib 
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vrv  bs~)tr^ 
ns  bs-ian  *on  "team  -i»«ai&  mpisi  nbnn 

:  min  nna  any 

"  In  the  hour  when  Israel  caused,  '  We  will  do,  '  to  precede 
'  We  will  hearken,'  there  came  six  hundred  thousand  minister 
ing  angels,  one  to  each  Israelite,  and  invested  him  with  two 
crowns,  one  answering  to  '  We  will  do  ;  '  and  the  second  an 
swering  to  '  We  will  hearken.'  But  when  Israel  sinned,  there 
descended  twelve  hundred  thousand  evil  angels,  and  took  them 
away  :  as  it  is  said,  '  The  children  of  Israel  stripped  themselves 
(or  were  stripped)  of  their  ornaments  by  the  mount  Horeb.'  " 
(Ex.  xxxiii.  6.)  (Shabbath,  fol.  88,  1.)  Here,  then,  is  no 
allegory,  no  allusion  to  the  allegorical  crowns  of  Israel,  but 
a  narrative  of  a  supposed  fact,  which  occurred  in  the  history 
of  each  of  the  six  hundred  thousand  Israelites  who  went  forth 
from  Egypt.  The  commentary  in  the  Talmud  evidently  treats 
this  as  a  grave  and  authentic  history,  for  it  tells  us  the  material 
of  which  the  crowns  were  composed. 

vn  Tin 


"  The  two  crowns  were  crowns  of  glory,  therefore,  when 
Moses  wore  them  the  skin  of  his  face  shone."  From  this  it  is 
evident  that  the  llabbinists  considered  this  legend  to  be  as 
authentic  as  the  fact  recorded  in  the  Bible  (Exod.  xxxiv.  30), 
that  the  skin  of  Moses'  face  shone.  They  were  not  satisfied 
with  the  honour  conferred  upon  Moses,  but  were  led,  by  a  vain 
glorious  feeling,  to  extend  it  to  every  individual  Israelite,  and 
to  add  what  is  not  said  of  Moses,  but  what  increases  the  mar- 
vellousness  of  the  narrative,  that  six  hundred  thousand  angels 
descended  for  the  purpose  of  crowning  Israel,  and  that  twice 
that  number  was  necessaiy  for  the  removal  of  the  crowns  once 
conferred.  But  how  does  this  story  agree  with  the  former  ? 
If  the  Israelites  were  compelled  to  receive  the  law  against 
their  will,  by  the  terrors  of  the  mountain  hanging  over  their 
heads,  what  great  merit  was  there  to  deserve  these  two  crowns  ? 
If  the  Israelites  were  so  willing,  and  received  such  a  glorious 
reward,  what  necessity  was  there  for  turning  the  mountain  over 
them  like  a  tub  ?  These  stories  are  inconsistent  in  themselves, 
without  foundation  in  the  Word  of  God,  and  are  therefore 
unworthy  of  a  place  in  the  prayers  of  Israel.  But  this  prayer 
has  other  particulars  equally  wonderful,  to  which  we  proceed. 
A  sentence  or  two  farther  on,  this  prayer  describes  the  effect 
which  the  delivery  of  the  ten  commandments  produced  upon 
Israel. 


-mnn  i-a*n  nn«i 
it  crntt?  i  IBB  1372 

H  2 
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"  When  he  spoke  the  first  word,  his  world  was  terrified,  and 
when  they  heard  two  commandments,  they  moved  backward 
the  space  of  twenty-four  Vft  miles."  (Pentecost  Prayers,  fol. 
87.)  To  understand  this,  we  must  again  refer  to  the  Talmud, 
which  gives  us  the  particulars. 

TOTI  Tim  bs  ^b  -n  wirp  •/-i  TDM 
vm  b^D  IP  jrmrab  bs-ia^  mrr  rrnpn 
PTTP  nifcos  "osba  -ia«3tp  ?mw  "pTra  mt&n 
:  PTP  wbs  ?mT  «rpn  bs 

"  Rahbi  Joshua,  the  son  of  Levi,  says,  as  each  commandment 
proceeded  from  the  mouth  of  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He, 
Israel  retreated  twelve  miles,  and  the  ministering  angels  led 
them  back,  as  it  is  said,  '  the  angels  of  the  host  did  flee  apace.' 
(Ps.  Ixviii.  13.)  Do  not  read  ^^  'they  fled;'  but  ^TT;,  they 

led.'  "  (Shabbath,  fol.  88,  2.)  In  this  short  passage  we  have 
two  deliberate  alterations  of  the  Word  of  God,  in  order  to 
square  it  with  this  absurd  tradition.  In  the  first  place, 
"  "  Kins  of  hosts  "is  chaned  into  1  ^ 


Kings  of  hosts  "is  changed 
"  angels  of  hosts,"  and  in  the  second  place,  "  They  fled,"  is 
changed  into  "  they  led.  "  These  alterations  do  of  themselves 
throw  discredit  upon  the  story  which  requires  them,  and  not 
only  upon  this  story,  but  upon  the  whole  oral  law,  which 
allows  such  trifling  with  the  Word  of  God.  But  our  business 
is  at  present  with  the  legend,  and  as  it  is  told  a  little  more 
circumstantially  in  the  Jalkut,  it  will  be  well  to  give  that 
version  of  it  also. 


pima 
•p-inrn 


ovn  inisn  pibna  is^»3  Timi  Tim  br> 
rrnn  TOW  nw  nnisn 


mtra  "Tm"1  n^bnn 


"'They  removed  and  stood  afar  off'  (Exod.xx.  18)  —  a  distance 
of  twelve  miles.  This  shows  us  that  Israel  retreated  back 
wards  twelve  miles,  and  then  advanced  forwards  twelve  miles, 
altogether  twenty-four  miles,  as  each  commandment  was 
delivered.  Thus  they  travelled  in  that  day  two  hundred 
and  forty  miles.  At  that  time  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be 
He,  said  to  the  ministering  angels,  Descend  and  help  your 
brethren,  for  it  is  said,  '  The  Kings  of  hosts  did  lead,  did 
lead.'  (Ps.  Ixviii.  13.)  That  is,  they  led  when  they  went, 
and  they  led  them  when  they  returned."  (Jalkut  Shimoni,  part 
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i.  fol.  53,  1.)  It  is  hardly  needful  to  point  out  the  absurdity 
of  this  narration.  Just  think  of  the  Israelites  running  away 
twelve  miles,  when  they  heard  a  commandment,  and  then 
brought  back  again,  and  then  running  away  again.  How  un 
like  the  simple  and  dignified  narrative  which  Moses  has  left  ! 
We  ask  every  intelligent  Israelite  what  he  thinks?  Is  this  story 
a  falsehood?  If  so,  why  is  it  left  in  the  prayers  of  the  syna 
gogue  ?  If  it  stood  alone,  we  might  suppose  that  by  some  over 
sight  or  other  it  had  crept  in,  but  we  have  already  noticed 
many  like  it,  and  the  very  next  sentence  of  this  same  prayer 
contains  another. 


r  nbisn  ninis  ircsn  »  nbis  t^b  -mb  im-n 
/  nb^nnn   mbvs  b^n  <  aVnn  T3ni  os-ip 
renab  >  nbs  i«n  b«iEp  bssi  »  abs  -IDI  mm 
f  nbi2?b  sn  rrc  na  ib  ibstm  »  nbipb 

-inn 


cvn 

"  When  he  came  do^vn  to  speak  to  the  immortal  people,  the 
people  of  the  world  were  moved,  dread  seized  them,  and 
trembling  laid  hold  on  them  ;  pain  troubled  them  as  a  woman 
in  travail  :  they  were  shaken  and  disturbed,  and  their  shadow 
departed  from  them  ;  they  all  came  to  Kemuel,  to  divine  with 
their  erroneous  divinations,  and  asked  him,  What  is  this  that 
hath  happened  to  the  world  ?  Perhaps  the  world  is  this  day  to 
return  to  its  chaos."  The  preceding  story  told  us  what 
happened  to  Israel,  the  allusion  in  this  sentence  tells  us 
of  the  terror  which  came  upon  the  Gentiles  ;  but  to  understand 
the  allusion,  we  must  again  refer  to  the  Talmud. 

fro   "nrv 


nsi  pbni?  nw 

min 
Dbi3? 


isnpna 


fb^n  ibip  bsi^b  n-nn 
obt^n 


nans  ibis 


ntn 


onb 


bi     na  ib 


nbi^b  s 
nD  >  cbivb  -fba 
ib  in^s  nbisb 

t^s  ba?  bisa  bns 
ns  cnb  nns  tost 
]nb  HDS  1257^127  nttfN  n^n  ]i7^nn  bip  n^i    i  nt2?n 
ibss   ntiaa.  nn^ntz?  rtaa  nx2n  ib  &  nniD  men 


nvnpn 

QNn  btt 
n^n  *o 
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ropni   nbisn   K-QDU?   crip  nrm 
obis  inns    n>  lE^b  ra   rr 

nw 


"  *  And  Jethro  the  priest  of  Midian  heard.'  (Exod.  xviii.  1.) 
What  was  it  that  he  heard  which  induced  him  to  come  and  be 
a  proselyte  ?  II.  Joshua  says,  he  heard  of  the  war  with  Amalek, 
for  immediately  before  it  is  written,  '  And  Joshua  discomfited 
Amalek  and  his  people  with  the  edge  of  his  sword.'  (Exod. 
xvii.  13.)  R.  Eliezer,  the  Modite,  says,  he  heard  the  giving  of 
the  law,  for  when  the  law  was  given  to  Israel,  his  voice  went 
from  one  end  of  the  world  to  the  other,  and  all  the  nations  of  the 
world  were  seized  with  trembling  in  their  temples,  and  they 
repeated  a  hymn,  as  it  is  said,  «  In  his  temple  doth  every  one 
speak  of  his  glory.'  (Psalm  xxix.  9.)  They  gathered  them 
selves  together  to  Baalam  the  wicked,  and  said  to  him,  What 
is  the  voice  of  the  tumult  which  we  have  heard?  Perhaps 
a  flood  is  coming  upon  the  world.  He  replied,  '  The  Lord 
sitteth  upon  the  flood  ;'  yea,  the  Lord  sitteth  King  for  ever.' 
(Verse  10.)  The  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  has  sworn  long 
since  that  He  will  not  bring  a  flood  upon  the  world.  They 
replied,  He  will  not  bring  a  flood  of  waters,  but  He  will  bring 
a  flood,  of-  fire  !  for  it  is  said,  '  By  fire  will  the  Lord  plead.' 
(Isaiah  Ikvf.  16.)  He  answered  them,  He  has  sworn  long  since 
that  he  will  not  destroy  all  flesh.  What,  then,  is  the  voice  of 
the  tumult  which  we  have  heard  ?  He  said  to  them,  God  has 
had  a  most  desirable  good  in  the  house  of  his  treasures,  which 
has  been  treasured  up  wTith  him  for  nine  hundred  and  seventy- 
four  generations  before  the  creation  of  the  world,  and  he  now 
seeks  to  give  it  to  his  children,  for  it  is  said,  '  The  Lord  will 
give  strength  to  his  people.'  Then  they  all  began  and  said, 
'  The  Lord  will  bless  his  people  with  peace.'  "  (Ps.  xxix.  11.) 
(Zevachin,  fol.  116,  1.)  This  is  the  fable  to  which  your  prayers 
refer,  and  which  all  Israel  throughout  the  world  is  taught  to 
believe,  and  to  commemorate  in  the  solemn  act  of  public 
worship.  That  it  is  a  mere  fable  is  very  easy  to  prove.  First, 
it  contradicts  the  narrative  given  by  Moses.  This  fable  says 
that  the  tremendous  noise  made  at  the  giving  of  the  law, 
brought  Jethro  to  Moses  —  that  this  was  what  he  heard.  But  if 
you  will  read  the  whole  verse,  from  which  the  Talmud  quotes  a 
few  words,  you  will  find  that  there  was  no  occasion  for  asking 
what  Jethro  heard,  for  Moses  himself  expressly  tells  us  what  he 
heard,  and  why  he  came.  "  When  Jethro,  the  priest  of  Midian, 
Moses'  father-in-law,  heard  of  all  that  God  had  done  for  Moses, 
and  for  Israel  his  people,  and  that  the  Lord  had  brought  Israel 
out  of  Egypt,  then  Jethro,"  &c.  (Exodus  xviii.  1  —  5.)  If  you 
will  read  the  whole  chapter,  you  will  find  that  Jethro  was  come 
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and  gone  before  the  law  was  given,  and  consequently  before  the 
tremendous  noise  was  made  ;  so  that  it  is  certainly  false  that 
this  was  the  cause  of  his  coming.  Secondly,  that  all  the  nations 
heard  the  voice  of  God  is  false,  for  it  also  contradicts  the 
language  of  Moses,  who  makes  it  the  peculiar  privilege  of 
Israel,  that  they  alone  heard  the  voice.  "  Did  ever  people  hear 
the  voice  of  God  speaking  out  of  the  midst  of  the  fire,  as  thou 
hast  heard,  and  live  ?  "  (Deut.  iv.  33.)  Lastly,  this  story  is 
palpably  absurd.  The  Talmud  represents  Balaam  and  his 
Gentile  contemporaries  quoting  Scripture  like  two  rabbies,  and 
that,  hundreds  of  years  before  the  portions  which  they  quote 
were  written !  They  both  quote  the  29th  Psalm,  a  Psalm  of 
David,  about  500  years  before  he  was  born,  and  the  Gentiles 
quote  the  66th  of  Isaiah  above  700  years  before  it  was  written ! 
And  your  rabbies  have  not  been  content  to  keep  this  absurd  and 
foolish  story  in  the  Talmud,  but  have  inserted  it  in  the  prayers 
for  the  solemn  festival  of  Pentecost.  According  to  these 

Orers,  you  are  taught  to  believe  that,  at  the  giving  of  the  law, 
turned  Mount  Sinai  over  the  people  of  Israel  like  a  tub, 
and  compelled  them  to  receive  the  law  against  their  will ;  and 
yet  that,  for  their  ready  obedience,  six  hundred  thousand 
angels  were  sent  down  to  crown  each  man  with  two  crowns. 
You  are  taught  to  believe  that  when  the  commandments  were 
given,  Israel  walked  backwards  and  forwards  two  hundred  and 
forty  miles.  And  that  the  voice  of  God  was  so  loud  that 
it  was  heard  by  all  the  nations  of  the  world,  who  all  went  to 
Balaam,  and  all  knew  and  quoted  the  Psalms  and  the  prophets, 
centuries  before  they  were  written.  This  is  what  you  have 
got  by  following  the  oral  law.  It  is  in  vain  for  you  to  say 
that  you  do  not  believe  these  things — there  they  stand  in  your 
Prayer-book.  If  you  do  not  befieve  them,  why  do  you  leave 
them  there  ?  But  whatever  individuals  may  say,  it  is  evident 
that  the  compilers  of  the  Jewish  Liturgy  heartily 'believed  every 
word  of  them,  and  therefore  introduced  them  into  their  prayers. 
And  it  is  equally  certain  that,  wherever  the  Talmud  maintains 
its  authority,  these  fables  form  part  of  the  faith  of  Israel.  But 
some  will  say,  We  do  not  believe  them.  Why  not ;  Do  you 
disbelieve  them  because  they  are  true  ?  No,  but  because  they 
are  false.  Then  you  confess  that  the  oral  law  contains  down 
right  palpable  falsehoods,  and  that  in  many  of  its  narrations  it 
is  not  worthy  of  credence.  Of  what  value,  then,  is  the  oral 
law,  and  what  credit  can  we  give  to  the  authors  of  it,  who  did 
not  scruple  to  invent  these  foolish  stories  ? 
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NEARLY  eighteen  centuries  have  now  elapsed  since  a  large 
portion  of  the  Jewish  nation  deliberately  chose  Itabbinism  in 
preference  to  Christianity.  The  great  question  between  Jews 
and  Christians  is,  whether  those  persons  made  a  rig-lit  choice. 
The  means  of  answering  the  question  are  within  our  reach. 
The  oral  law  exists,  diffused  through  the  volumes  of  the 
Talmud,  and  compressed  in  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue. 
There  we  can  look  for  it,  and  judge  of  its  spirit  and  its  in 
trinsic  excellence  and  evidence.  The  Rabbinists  say,  that 
the  oral  law  was  given  to  Moses  on  Mount  Sinai,  and  that 
the  oral  law  which  they  now  possess,  is  identically  the  same 
as  that  then  received  ;  and  they  appeal  in  proof  of  this  as 
sertion  to  the  continuity  of  its  transmission  from  father  to 
son  down  to  the  present  day.  The  Christian  objects  that 
this  oral  law  is  full  of  fables.  The  Talmudist  replies  by 
making  a  distinction  between  the  Q^*T  the  laws  and  the 
Agadah,  or  legendary  part  :  and  the  Christian  is  satisfied  or 
silenced  until  he  opens  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  and  finds 
that  the  most  absurd  and  improbable  of  all  the  Talmudic 
legends  are  there  recognised  as  undoubted  verities,  and  in 
tegral  parts  of  modern  Judaism.  Many  of  these,  and  suf 
ficient  to  annihilate  all  claims  which  the  oral  law  can  make 
to  truth,  have  been  examined,  but  as  this  part  of  the  subject 
is  important,  two  more  must  be  considered  before  we  can  at 
present  take  leave  of  them.  In  the  sentence  immediately 
following  our  last  extract  from  the  Jewish  prayers  we  read 
as  follows  :  — 


itz7«  i  arwniJBi  -n-n  nrr 
obis   i  nrmrw  TOsb   D 
mta   i  anbiaa  prcm  sn  -m  "o  asmnb 
^  i  am  rrn  sb  BID  bsi  >  pnVaafnb  runi 

vn 


Which  D.  Levi  thus  translates,  "  And  every  generation,  and 
its  governors  that  existed  before  them,  and  those  that  rose 
after  them,  were  all  placed  at  Mount  Sinai  with  them,  to  let 
them  know,  that  the  intelligent  generation  was  more  accept 
able  than  them  ;  to  make  them  understand  good  judgment 
and  knowledge  :  there  was  no  blemish  in  them,  for  they 
were  entirely  perfect."  (Pentecost  Prayers,  p.  87.)  The 
assembling  of  the  living  nation  of  Israel,  to  hear  the  voice 
of  the  Creator,  was  not  grand  enough  for  the  rabbies,  they 
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have  therefore  added  that  the  souls  of  all  the  unborn  gene 
rations  were  present  to  hear  and  receive  the  law.  The  com 
parison  of  this  tradition  with  some  already  considered  suggests 
several  interesting  topics  for  inquiry.  For  instance,  whether 
these  souls  were  under  the  mountain  or  not  when  it  was 
turned  over  them  —  whether  they  performed  the  journey  of 
two  hundred  and  forty  miles  backwards  and  forwards  at  the 
giving  of  the  ten  commandments,  &c.  ?  But  the  authority, 
which  this  tradition  confers  on  the  oral  law,  demands  our 
more  immediate  attention,  and  is  particularly  manifest  in  that 
version  of  the  story,  which  is  found  in  Medrash  Rabba. 

IBS  i  lENb  nbsn  nnmn  bra  ns  c^nbw 
-in  bm  niNsannb  ^TTO  ta^^ana?  HE 

Qnb   IBIS  n^n  pa?  ^D  irc^  ibnp  -mi 
nsi  cavn  1*313?  13^3?  ns  laa?1*  -IE?N  ns  *o 


cvn 


ms-onb 


ib«  o 


»  avn  12^3?  ns 
12x33?  122 


nnisn  vn 

^is  sin 
sb 


ibtt?  ns  bnp  insi  in« 

fN3«bn  Tn  bsi^  bs  ' 

nn^n  -n^u?  ^sba  Tn  wb 

ib  n:n2  «b  n27a?  nni«  1371 

Da?  nnvn  nw  IDIS  n^t2?^  pi  /  msmnnb  nia?-i 

*rr*n  DU?  ^Non  min  nanatz?  nvza 

xn  nn3?i  sbs  HSTH  nsin^n  ns 
nic?n  ^b  ^na  sb  va?^3?  13?  inni 
wma  '•a^Drj  ibnp  inbn  a^s^n^n 
bnp  insi  ins  bs  im  -ni  b:n  cnDi3?n  c^sn 
ns  -IEI 

D  bw  x 


sbi 


iba? 


"  '  And  God  spake  all  these  words,  saying.'  (Exod.  xx.  1.) 
R.  Isaac  says,  that  all  those  things,  which  the  prophets  were 
to  prophesy  in  every  generation,  they  received  from  Mount 
Sinai,  for  so  Moses  says  to  Israel,  '  But  with  him  that  standeth 
here  with  us  this  day,  and  also  with  him  that  is  not  here 
with  us  this  day.'  (I)eut.  xxix.  15.)  Here  in  the  latter 
clause,  it  is  not  said,  '  That  standeth  with  us  this  day,'  but 
'  With  him  that  is  not  here  with  us  this  day.'  These  are  the 
souls  that  were  to  be  created,  who  had  no  corporeal  existence, 
and  of  whom  therefore  it  could  not  be  said  they  stood  there. 
But  although  they  did  not  exist  in  that  hour,  eveiy  one  of 
them  received  his  own,  and  so  it  is  written,  '  The  burden  of 
the  Word  of  the  Lord  to  Israel  in  the  hand  of  Malachi.* 
H  3 
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(Mai.  i.  1.)  Here  it  is  not  said  in  the  days  of  Malaclii,  but 
in  the  hand  of  Malachi,  for  this  prophecy  had  been  long  since 
in  his  hand,  even  from  Mount  Sinai :  "but  up  to  that  time 
permission  had  not  been  given  him  to  prophesy.  In  like 
manner  Isaiah  says,  '  From  the  time  that  it  was,  there  am  I.' 
(Isaiah  xlviii.  16.)  Isaiah  means  to  say,  From  the  day  that 
the  law  was  given  there  was  I,  and  I  received  this  prophecy, 
only  '  Now  the  Lord  God  and  His  Spirit  hath  sent  me  ; '  that 
is,  until  then  permission  had  not  been  given  him  to  prophesy. 
But  it  was  not  the  prophets  only  who  received  their  prophecy 
from  Sinai,  but  also  the  wise  men  in  every  generation,  each 
one  of  them  received  his  own  from  Sinai,  and  so  it  is  said, 
'These  words  the  Lord  spake  unto  all  your  congregation.' 
(Deut.  v.  22.)"  (Shemoth  Kabba  Parashah,  28.)  The  object 
of  this  fable  is  very  plain,  it  is  to  clothe  the  rabbies  with  in 
fallible  authority.  It  is  here  asserted  that  the  rabbies  of 
every  generation  were  all  present  at  the  giving  of  the  law, 
and  each  received  immediately  from  Sinai  those  legal  de 
cisions  and  doctrines  which  he  was  to  communicate  to  the 
world,  and  consequently  every  thing,  that  a  rabbi  teaches, 
is  infallibly  right  and  true,  and  as  authoritative  as  the  words 
of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  for  "  God  spake  all  these  words," 
as  this  legend  interprets  this  verse.  The  rabbies  of  every 
generation  are  included,  so  that,  according  to  this  tradition 
the  wise  men  of  Israel,  even  in  this  degenerate  time,  still 
deliver  infallible  instructions  which  they  received  more  than 
three  thousand  years  ago  from  the  mouth  of  God  himself. 
But  this  fable  avers  too  much.  If  all  Israel  was  present  at 
Sinai,  and  each  individual,  whether  prophet,  or  rabbi,  or  lay 
man,  received  the  law  at  that  time,  what  use  was  there  in  the 
transmission  from  father  to  son,  from  the  time  of  Moses  down 
to  us  ?  Nay,  more,  what  use  is  there  in  teaching  at  all,  for 
every  man  then  received  his  own?  Nay,  further,  what  use 
is  the  written  law,  for  if  every  man  was  taught  at  Sinai,  there 
is  no  need  for  him  to  read  and  learn  now  ?  But  this  is  a  matter 
which  every  Israelite  can  decide  for  himself.  Let  him  ask 
himself,  how  much  he  remembers  of  this  wonderful  event  in 
his  existence,  his  presentation  at  Sinai,  and  his  reception  of 
the  law  from  the  Lord  himself.  The  Scripture  proofs  which 
are  here  given  are  evidently  nothing  to  the  purpose.  The  first 
proof  is,  "  God  spake  all  these  words,  saying."  (Exod.  xx.  1.) 
But  every  one  who  will  take  the  trouble  of  reading  the  chapter 
will  see,  that  "  all  these  words"  cannot  apply  to  the  prophecies, 
nor  to  the  decisions  of  the  rabbies,  but  to  the  ten  command 
ments  and  to  them  only.  So  far  from  delivering  all  the 
decisions  and  comments  since  taught  by  the  rabbies,  God  spake 
only  the  ten  commandments  to  the  people,  and  when  they  heard 
these,  "  they  said  unto  Moses,  Speak  thou  with  us  and  we  will 
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hear ;  but  let  not  God  speak  with  us,  lest  we  die."  (Verse  19.) 
To  say,  therefore,  that  God's  speaking  "  all  these  words  "  in 
cludes  the  whole  oral  law  and  all  the  rabbinical  comments,  is 
gross  perversion  of  the  text,  and  direct  contradiction  of  Moses' 
account. 

The  next  and  most  usual  verse  adduced  to  prove  this  fable  is 
Deut.  xxix.  14,  15,  where  it  is  said,  "Neither  with  you  only 
do  I  make  this  covenant  and  oath  ;  but  with  him  that  standeth 
here  with  us  this  day,  before  the  Lord  our  God,  and  also  with 
him  that  is  not  here  with  us  this  day."  But  this  verse  plainly 
proves  the  contrary,  that  the  other  generations  of  Israel  were 
there  in  no  sense  whatever.  The  Hebrew  words  are  as  strong 
as  they  can  be. 

:  cvn  13E9  no  iar«  -itt?«  nwi 

Those  with  whom  the  covenant  is  made  are  divided  into  two 
classes,  "Him  that  standeth  here,"  and  "Him  that  is  not  here." 
If  the  word  standeth  had  been  repeated,  if  the  verse  said, 
"  With  him  that  standeth  here,  and  with  him  that  standeth 
not  here,"  there  might  have  been  some  colour  for  this  fable  : 
the  rabbies  might  have  urged  that  though  the  unborn  gene 
rations  did  not  stand  there,  they  stood  somewhere  else  ;  but 
the  present  wording  of  the  verse  utterly  excludes  all  possibility 
of  existence,  either  corporeal  or  incorporeal.  "  With  him  that 
is  not  here,  ID^S"  shows  that  they  were  there  in  no  sense. 

The  proof  taken  from  Malachi,  "  The  burden  of  the  word  of 
the  Lord  to  Israel  in  the  hand  of  Malachi,"  is  nonsense.  Every 
one,  that  knows  anything  of  Hebrew,  knows  that  Til  signifies 
"  by,"  "  by  means  of."  But  even  taken  literally,  it  will  not 
prove  that  Malachi  was  at  Sinai ;  there  is  nothing  in  the  words 
to  inform  us  when  Malachi  received  the  prophecy.  The  proof 
from  Isaiah  is  more  unhappy  still.  The  whole  context  shows 
that  it  is  God  who  speaks  in  that  verse,  and  not  the  prophet. 
Indeed  we  might  ask,  if  Isaiah  had  already  received  all  his 
prophecies  at  Sinai,  what  was  the  use  of  the  vision  of  the  Lord 
sitting  upon  his  throne,  and  the  commission  which  is  there 
given  ?  (Isai.  vi.)  And  so  we  might  ask  concerning  most  of 
the  prophets.  The  case  of  Samuel  is  here  particularly  worthy 
of  consideration.  According  to  the  above  tradition  cited  in  the 
Jewish  prayers,  Samuel  had  been  at  Sinai,  and  there  received 
all  that  he  was  to  deliver  during  his  sublunary  existence.  And 
yet  when  the  word  of  the  Lord  came  to  him,  he  did  not  recog 
nise  the  Divine  call,  and  three  times  went  to  Eli,  and  it  was 
Eli  who  at  last  told  him  that  it  was  God.  Now  how  is  this 
written  history  to  be  reconciled  with  the  above  tradition  ? 
The  tradition  says  that  Samuel  had  heard  the  voice  of  God  at 
Sinai,  that  there  all  the  prophetic  words  which  he  was  ever  to 
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deliver  were  made  known  to  him,  and  yet  the  Bible  says, 
"  Now  Samuel  did  not  yet  know  the  Lord,  neither  was  the 
word  of  the  Lord  yet  revealed  unto  him."  (1  Sam.  iii.  7.) 

The  last  proof,  taken  from  Deut.  v.  22,  if  considered  in  its 
context,  also  proves  the  contrary.  The  tradition  quotes  only  a 
part  of  the  verse,  "  These  words  the  Lord  spake  unto  all  your 
congregations  ;"  but  if  you  read  on  you  will  find,  "  And  he 
added  no  more,"  which  words  plainly  limit  the  first  sentence 
to  the  ten  commandments.  This  tradition,  then,  as  being- 
contrary  to  Scripture,  to  the  law  of  Moses,  is  a  falsehood,  and 
is  therefore  unworthy  of  a  place  in  the  prayers  of  that  people, 
whom  God  selected  from  all  the  nations  of  the  earth  to  be  his 
witnesses,  and  the  depositories  of  his  truth.  But  this  tradition 
is  objectionable  not  only  as  a  fable,  though  that  is  a  very  strong 
objection  to  any  thing  proposed  as  an  article  of  faith,  but  on 
account  of  the  purpose  which  it  was  intended  to  serve.  It  was 
invented  for  the  purpose  of  strengthening  the  spiritual  tyranny 
of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  over  the  minds  of  the  people.  It 
is  not  therefore  merely  an  erroneous  interpretation  of  Scripture, 
nor  the  dream  of  a  fanatic  imagination,  but  the  deliberate 
invention  of  men  who  knew  what  they  were  about,  and  had  an 
object  which  they  were  endeavouring  to  compass,  and  for  the 
attainment  of  which  they  did  not  stick  at  deliberate  falsehood. 
They  were,  however,  too  wise  to  confine  all  the  advantages  of 
this  appearance  at  Sinai  to  themselves  ;  they  asserted  that  the 
whole  people  of  Israel  obtained  an  advantage  which  makes 
them  superior  to  all  other  nations.  The  prayer  which  we  have 
quoted  above  alludes  to  this,  when  it  says,  "  There  was  no 
blemish  in  them,  for  they  were  all  entirely  perfect."  This 
sentence  rather  puzzles  an  ordinary  reader  of  the  Bible, 
who  thinks  of  the  conduct  and  character  of  Israel  as  there 
described  ;  the  Talmud,  however,  helps  us  to  understand  this 
eulogy  :  — 


-in     r  "nias  ^tp  ^Emta  o^a  HE 
TO  b"ton  mn  bs  e?nan 
Emt  npos  ^D  -in  b2 
mb  ins  fjriErm  npDD  Kb  ^SD  in  br 
n^b  IBM  ^sa  D'na  ^s  mb  srm  rrnn  sns 
«  n^nm  ^nin  in^bta  iin  «b  inaw 
nsi  i^nbw  rr  *osb  nv»n  IEIS  12^^  nD 

:  iai  ns 

"Why  are  the  Gentiles  defiled?  Because  they  did  not 
stand  upon  Mount  Sinai,  for  in  the  hour  that  the  serpent  came 
to  Eve,  he  communicated  a  defilement,  which  was  taken  away 
from  Israel  when  they  stood  on  Mount  Sinai  :  but  the  defilement 
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of  the  Gentiles  was  not  removed,  as  they  did  not  stand  on  Sinai. 
Kav  Acha,  the  son  of  Kabba,  said  to  Rav  Ashai,  how,  then, 
does  it  fare  with  proselytes  ?  He  replied,  although  they  went 
not  there,  their  good  fortune  (or  star)  was  there,  as  it  is  written, 
'  With  him  that  standeth  here  with  us  this  day,  before  the  Lord 
our  God,  and  also  with  him  that  is  not  here  with  us  this  day.' 
(Deut,  xxix.  15.)"  (Shabbath.  fol.  145,  col.  2,  at  the  bottom 
of  the  page.)  The  commentary  on  this  passage  quotes  still 
further  particulars  from  Siphri,  and  says  — 


itznpro  TD  nn  by  i-raritf  b:> 
v»nt&  n^noDi  oms  P]SI  ma 


"All  that  stood  on  Mount  Sinai  were  sanctified  and  purified, 
and  were  healed  from  every  blemish,  even  the  blind  and  the 
lame  that  then  happened  to  be  in  Israel,  as  is  taught  in 
Siphri."  In  this  part  of  the  fable  the  inventors  of  the  oral 
law  endeavour  to  flatter  the  vanity  of  the  Israelites,  and  thus 
to  engage  their  affections  in  behalf  of  that  tradition  which 
was  to  secure  their  own  power.  The  Scribes  understood  well 
the  deccitfulness  of  the  human  heart,  and  knew  that  men  love 
to  hear  and  are  ready  to  believe  any  thing  that  tends  to  their 
own  personal  aggrandizement.  But  in  thus  flattering  the 
people,  they  were  turning  their  backs  upon  that  example 
which  Moses  set  them  ;  and  contradicting  the  whole  current 
of  Scripture  testimony.  Moses  and  the  prophets,  as  the 
servants  of  God,  told  the  people  of  their  sins  and  their  evil 
deeds,  that  they  might  repent  and  be  saved.  Their  object 
was  not  to  secure  popular  favour,  nor  to  advance  their  own 
selfish  purposes  ;  they  therefore  could  afford  to  be  honest  and 
to  speak  truth.  The  inventors  of  the  oral  law,  on  the  con 
trary,  were  endeavouring  to  erect  a  fabric  of  personal  honour 
and  power  :  they  were  therefore  obliged  to  address  themselves 
to  the  weak  side  of  the  human  heart  ;  and  in  doing  so,  were 
compelled  to  run  counter  to  the  plainest  declarations  of  God's 
Word.  All  men  and  evpyy  nation  like  to  be  told  that  they 
are  superior  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  and  are  distinguished 
by  moral  endowments  from  the  mass  of  mankind.  The 
inventors  of  the  oral  law,  therefore,  told  Israel  that  they 
were  far  elevated  above  all  other  nations,  for  they  had  been 
cleansed  at  Sinai  from  that  innate  defilement  which  still 
contaminates  all  the  rest  of  the  children  of  men.  But  is 
this  true  —  is  this  what  Moses  and  the  prophets  say  ?  Moses 
says,  "  Understand,  therefore,  that  the  Lord  thy  God  giveth 
thee  not  this  good  land  to  possess  it  for  thy  righteousness  : 
for  thou  art  a  stiff-necked  people."  "  Ye  have  been  rebellious 
against  the  Lord  from  the  day  that  I  knew  you."  (Deut. 
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ix.  6,  24.)  Isaiah  says  of  Israel,  "  From  the  sole  of  the  foot 
even  unto  the  head  there  is  no  soundness  in  it,  but  wounds, 
and  bruises,  and  putrifying  sores."  "  Ah !  sinful  nation  ! — 
a  people  laden  with  iniquity ;  a  seed  of  evil-doers — children 
that  are  corrupters."  (Isaiah  i.  4 — 6.)  And  again  he  says, 
"  Woe  is  me,  for  I  am  undone  :  because  I  am  a  man  of  unclean 
lips,  and  I  dwell  in  the  midst  of  a  people  of  unclean  lips." 
(Isaiah  vi.  5.)  Jeremiah  says,  "  Can  the  Ethiopian  change 
his  skin  and  the  leopard  his  spots  ?  Then  may  ye  also  do 
good  that  are  accustomed  to  do  evil."  (Jer.  xiii.  23.)  And 
again,  "  All  these  nations  are  uncircumcised,  and  all  the  house 
of  Israel  are  uncircumcised  in  the  heart."  (Jer.  ix.  26.)  The 
Lord  himself  says  to  Ezekiel,  "  Son  of  man,  I  send  thee  to 
the  children  of  Israel,  to  a  rebellious  nation  that  hath  rebelled 
against  me  :  they  and  their  fathers  have  transgressed  against 
me  to  this  very  day.  For  they  are  impudent  children  and 
stiff-hearted."  (Ezek,  ii.  3,  4.)  And  again,  "  Thou  art  not 
sent  to  a  people  of  a  strange  speech  and  of  an  hard  language, 
but  to  the  house  of  Israel :  not  to  many  people  of  a  strange 
speech  and  of  an  hard  language,  whose  words  thou  canst  not 
understand  ;  surely  had  I  sent  thee  to  them,  they  would  have 
hearkened  unto  thee.  But  the  house  of  Israel  will  not 
hearken  unto  thee :  for  they  will  not  hearken  unto  me  ;  for 
all  the  house  of  Israel  are  impudent  and  hard-hearted." 
(Ezek.  iii.  4,  7,  &c.)  We  do  not  quote  these  passages  to 
show  that  the  Gentiles  have  a  more  favoured  constitution  of 
moral  nature.  Far  from  it ;  in  reading  these  accounts  given 
by  the  prophets,  we  recognise  the  features  of  our  own  picture. 
Far  be  it  from  us  to  glory ;  we  cite  these  passages  to  show 
you  how  miserably  your  oral  law  endeavours  to  blind  and 
delude  you  by  nattering  your  vanity.  It  tells  you  that  you 
have  been  purged  from  every  stain ;  Moses  and  the  prophets 
teach  you  the  truth — that  you  are  just  like  the  other  sons  of 
men,  and  have  no  moral  superiority  or  advantage  whatever. 
We  wish  to  point  out  to  you  how  the  system  of  rabbinism 
is  diametrically  opposed  to  Moses  and  the  prophets,  and 
above  all,  to  impress  upon  you  that  the  authors  of  this  oral 
law  are  not  worthy  of  your  confidence,  for  they  have,  for 
their  own  private  interests,  invented  narratives  and  doctrines 
which  contradict  that  Word  of  God,  which  ought  to  be 
Israel's  glory.  We  wish  to  show  you  how  certain  principles 
of  evil  pervade  every  part  of  that  system,  not  even  excepting 
those  prayers  which  are  offered  up  in  the  public  worship 
of  God.  There  these  fables  also  occur,  and  we  ask  every 
Israelite  who  loves  the  law  of  Moses  or  hopes  in  the  promises 
of  God  by  the  prophets,  how  he  can  conscientiously  stand 
by  in  the  synagogue  and  hear  the  words  of  Moses  and  the 
prophets  openly  contradicted  ?  How  can  he  remain  silent 
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when  the  reader  declares  of  Israel  that  there  is  no  blemish 
in  them,  for  they  are  all  entirely  perfect,  when  he  knows 
and  feels  that  he  and  all  his  brethren  are  just  as  frail,  as 
sinful,  and  as  imperfect  as  the  other  sons  of  men  ?  How 
can  they  expect  the  return  of  God's  favour  to  their  nation 
so  long-  as  these  fictions  are  made  a  part  of  public  worship  ? 
Moses  teaches  very  different  doctrine.  He  says,  "  If  they  shall 
confess  their  iniquity,  and  the  iniquity  of  their  fathers,  with 
their  trespass  which  they  have  trespassed  against  me,  and 
that  also  they  have  walked  contrary  unto  me ;  and  that  I 
also  have  walked  contrary  unto  them,  and  have  brought  them 
into  the  land  of  their  enemies  :  if  then  their  uncircumcised 
hearts  be  humbled,  and  they  then  accept  of  the  punishment 
of  their  iniquity :  then  will  I  remember  my  covenant  with 
Jacob,  and  also  my  covenant  with  Isaac,  and  also  my  covenant 
with  Abraham  will  I  remember :  and  I  will  remember  the 
land."  (Levit.  xxvi.  40 — 42.)  Here  Moses  makes  a  con 
viction  and  acknowledgment  of  guilt,  an  indispensable  pre- 
leminary  to  the  return  of  God's  favour  to  the  nation.  Israel 
must  feel  that,  so  far  from  being  cleansed  from  all  impurity, 
their  heart  is  uncircumcised,  and  this  uncircumcised  heart 
must  be  humbled ;  but  how  is  this  possible,  so  long  as  the  oral 
law  and  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue  teach  that  the  Israelites 
are  the  most  righteous  of  mankind,  because  they  received  the 
law,  which  the  other  nations  rejected — and  the  most  pure, 
or  rather  the  only  pure,  of  mankind,  inasmuch  as  they  were 
cleansed  from  every  taint  at  Sinai  ?  These  doctrines  harden 
the  heart  against  true  humility,  prevent  true  repentance,  and 
thereby  retard  the  happiness  and  the  glory  of  Israel. 
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IF  Moses  or  the  prophets  had  any  where  recorded,  that  God 
had,  along  with  the  written  law  also  given  an  oral  law,  our 
duty  would  then  be  to  find  out  where  it  is  :  and  to  inquire 
whether  that  oral  law,   which   now  forms  the   keystone   of 
modern  Judaism,  is  the  one  which  was  given  by  God.     But 
neither  Moses  nor  any  other  prophet  has  said  one  word  on  the 
subject.     The  words  nS  bvnttf  min   "oral  law"  are  no 
where  to  be  found  in  the  Bible,  nor  is  there  any  mention  of 
the  thing  itself.     If  the  Bible  had  plainly  alluded  to  the  exist 
ence  of  the  thing,  we  should  not  quarrel  about  the  name, 
which  might  have  been  invented  for  the  sake  of  brevity  and 
convenience.     But  it  is  remarkable  that  when   Moses   com 
manded  the  law  to  be  read  publicly  in  the  ears  of  all  the 
people,   he  says  not  a  syllable  about  the   oral   explanation, 
which  if  it  existed  must  at  least  have  been  of  equal  importance  ; 
and  still  more  so  that  the  succeeding  prophets  should  have  ob 
served  such  a  profound  silence  about  that,  which  now  consti 
tutes  the  main  substance  of  Israel's  religion,  and  is  the  key  to 
the  observances  and  prayers  of  the  synagogue.     This  silence  is 
in  itself  suspicious,  and  compels  us  to  examine  the  evidence  of 
its  transmission.    The  first  step  here  is  to  ascertain  the  character 
of  the  witnesses,  who  say  that  they  received  the  oral  law  from 
their  fathers  and  transmitted  it  to  their  posterity.    If  it  appear 
that,  in  their  general  testimony,  they  were  disinterested  and 
truth-loving  persons,  who  have  never  been  convicted  of  dis 
torting  truth  for  their  private  advantage,  nor  of  receiving  and 
circulating  fables  as  authentic  history,  their  testimony  in  this 
particular  matter  will  be  of  considerable  value.     But  if  it  can 
be  proved  that  either  from  a  deliberate  desire  to  deceive,  or 
from  an  incapacity  to  weigh  evidence  and  to  distinguish  be 
tween  fact  and  fiction,  they  have  transmitted  a  huge  mass  of 
foolish  fables  as  authentic   history,  then   their  testimony  is 
worth  nothing,  arid  the  story  of  an  oral  law  having  no  other 
evidence  must  be  classed  amongst  the  other  fables  which  have 
come  down  to  us  on  their  authority.     That  the  account  of  the 
giving  and  transmission  of  the  oral  law  rests  solely  and  ex 
clusively  on  the  testimony  of  the  rabbies  is  clear  from  the 
account  itself,  as  it  is  found  in  the  Jad  Hachasaka. 


iara   an-paa  ^on  ntPDb  ib  isnaa; 

rmnm  psn  mrnb  ns  ~[b  r^nsi 
nan-^a  it  msnm  i  aroaa?  min  it  min 
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IT    I-TOBI   *  msan   ^  bi?   rmnn 

min 


"  All  the  commandments  which  were  given  to  Moses  were 
given  with  their  explanation,  for  it  is  said,  '  I  will  give  thee 
the  tables  of  stone  and  the  law  and  the  commandment.' 
(Exod.  xxiv.  12.)  '  The  law/  this  is  the  written  law,  '  And 
the  commandment,'  this  is  the  explanation  thereof.  And  he 
has  commanded  to  fulfil  'the  law'  according  to  '.the  command 
ment.'  And  the  commandment  is  that  which  is  called  The 
oral  law."  Truly  the  rabbies  must  have  been  hard  set  when 
they  chose  this  passage  to  prove  the  existence  of  an  oral  law. 
The  keen  and  clear  mind  of  the  sagacious  Rambam  evidently 
felt  the  difficulty  ;  he,  therefore,  to  give  some  plausibility  to 
the  proof,  omitted  the  concluding  part  of  the  sentence  which 
he  quotes  from  the  Bible.  He  says,  "  As  it  is  written  '  I  will 
give  thee  tables  of  stone  and  the  law  and  the  commandment,'  " 
and  there  he  stops,  but  let  every  Israelite  open  his  Pentateuch 
and  read  the  remainder,  and  he  will  find  the  whole  sentence  to 
be  this,  "  I  will  give  thee  tables  of  stone,  and  the  law  and  the 
commandment  which  I  have  written,  to  teach  them."  Not  one 
word  here  about  an  oral  law,  but  about  that  which  God 
had  written.  It  is  true  that  the  passage  of  the  Talmud  from 
which  Kambam  derived  this  doctrine  gives  the  whole  passage, 
but  it  appears  from  the  process  of  abbreviation  which  he  has 
applied,  as  if  he  were  ashamed  of  the  explanation  there  given 
and  thought  it  more  prudent  to  omit  it.  But  as  it  is  one  of 
the  main  passages  which  support  the  doctrine  of  an  oral  law, 
it  must  be  considered. 


p  7TO»t&  -n  -IDH  HEn  -a 
rmnm  psn   mrnb  n«  ib  nsnsi  rrroi 
ibs  mrnb  <  cnmnb  varo  -ircs  m 
nattfiD   it   msiam  m»  it   min   nrmn 
N*ia:i  it  nnmnb 


"  R.  Levi  bar  Chama  says,  It.  Simon  ben  Lakish  says,  what 
is  that  that  is  written  '  I  will  give  thee  tables  of  stone,  and  the 
law  and  the  commandment  which  I  have  written  to  teach 
them  ?  '  '  The  tables  '  are  the  ten  commandments.  '  The  law  '  is 
the  written  law.  '  The  commandment'  is  the  Mishna.  '  Which 
I  have  written'  means  the  prophets  and  sacred  writings. 
'  To  teach  them  '  means  the  Gemara.  It  teaches  us  that  they 
were  all  given  to  Moses  from  Sinai."  (Bcrachoth,  fol.  5, 
col.  1.)  Can  any  man  of  common  understanding  receive  this 
interpretation,  which  throws  all  grammar  and  context  to  the 
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winds,  and  gravely  asserts  that  not  only  the  law  and  its 
explanation,  but  the  prophets  and  the  whole  Talmud,  were 
given  to  Moses  at  Sinai  ?  Will  he  give  up  his  own  reason  and 
the  word  of  the  living  God  to  tile  authority  of  R.  Simon 
ben  Lakish  ?  There  cannot  possibly  be  any  argument  which 
would  prove  the  falsehood  of  the  narrative  concerning  the 
oral  law  so  completely  as  this  interpretation,  which  is  regarded 
as  one  of  its  main  foundations.  The  words  of  Moses  which  are 
here  perverted  plainly  speak  of  that  which  God  had  written. 
"I  will  give  thee  tables  of  stone,  and  the  law  and  the  com 
mandment  which  I  have  written  to  teach  them."  Did  God 
write  the  oral  law,  and  give  it  to  Moses  ?  What  became  of  it 
then  ?  If  it  was  written,  how  did  it  become  oral  ?  These  words 
"  Which  I  have  written,"  have  sadly  puzzled  the  rabbinical 
commentators,  who  know  not  how  to  reconcile  the  plain  and 
obvious  sense  of  the  words,  with  that  interpretation  which  had 
been  already  put  upon  them  in  the  Talmud,  liashi  seemed 
to  think  that  the  difficulty  might  be  got  over  by  saying  — 

mips  bbm  rmsa  mw$  raban  msa  w  bs 

:  ?n  rvnmn 

"  All  the  six  hundred  and  thirteen  commandments  are 
comprehended  in  the  ten  commandments."  (Com.  in  Exod. 
xxiv.  12.)  But  this,  though  true  in  one  sense,  will  not  obviate 
the  difficulty.  God  promises  to  give  Moses  the  law  and 
the  commandment  which  he  had  written.  If  the  oral  law 
had  not  been  written,  it  was  not  included.  Saadiah  Gaon, 
as  quoted  by  Aben  Ezra,  proposes  another  solution  :  — 

mrnb  ns  p*m  TQTD  -itp«  ^  ]iKan  IBM 
p-i  nro  sb  nran  •o  m^m  minn  cr  sb 

:  D'nrnn 

"  The  Gaon  says  that  the  words,  '  JVliich  I  have  written' 
are  to  be  connected  with  '  The  tables  of  stone,'  and  not  with 
'  The  law  and  the  commandment?  for  God  wrote  only  the 
ten  words."  But  unfortunately  Moses  has  so  connected  them, 
and  we  have  no  warrant  for  reversing  his  order.  Aben 
Ezra  himself,  after  giving  the  Talmudic  exposition,  gives  it 
as  his  own  opinion,  that  these  words  refer  to  the  ten  com 
mandments.  He  sas  — 


-nmn  rrnnn  •o 

rmnm 


"  But  in  my  opinion,  '  The  laiv  '  refers  to  the  first  and 
fifth  commandment  ;  and  '  The  commandment  '  to  the  other 
eight."  (Aben  Ezra,  Com.  in  loc.)  This  is  about  the 
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truth.  God  gave  Moses  the  law  and  the  commandment  which 
he  had  written  ;  but  as  Saadiah  admits,  God  wrote  only  the 
ten  words,  therefore  the  ten  words  are  the  same  as  "  the 
law  and  the  commandments."  Some  will  say  there  is  tautology 
here,  that  when  God  savs,  "  I  will  give  thec  tables  of  stone,"  he 
means  the  ten  commandments,  and  that  therefore  the  additional 
promise  "  of  the  law  and  the  commandment  "  is  only  an 
unnecessary  repetition.  But  this  is  not  true.  By  "  tables  of 
stone,"  God  meant  tables  of  stone.  He  might  have  given  to 
Moses  the  ten  commandments  without  giving  him  stone  tables, 
or  he  might  have  given  him  the  tables  of  stone  without  giving 
him  the  ten  words  ;  but  as  he  intended  to  give  him  both, 
He  says,  "  I  will  give  thce  tables  of  stone,  and  the  law, 
and  the  commandment."  Neither  is  there  any  difficulty  in  the 
circumstance  that  these  ten  words  are  called  both  "  law 
and  commandment."  Inasmuch  as  they  were  a  revelation  of 
God's  will,  they  are  justly  denominated  "  law,"  min  ;  and 
as  they  were  proposed  as  a  rule  of  life,  obedience  to  wliich 
was  required,  they  are  entitled,  m!2Dn  "  The  commandment." 
The  simple  meaning,  therefore,  is,  that  God  promises  to 
give  the  ten  commandments  which  he  had  written.  Every 
thing  else,  and  therefore  the  oral  law,  is  excluded.  This 
passage,  therefore,  gives  no  support  to  the  doctrine  that 
Moses  received  an  oral  as  well  as  a  written  law  on  Mount 
Sinai.  Indeed,  the  desperate  perversion  to  which  this  text 
has  been  subjected,  throws  discredit  upon  the  whole  ;  and 
the  necessity  for  such  perversion  shows  that  there  was  no 
plain  text  in  the  writings  of  Moses,  to  which  the  inventors 
of  the  oral  law  could  appeal. 

The  authority,  then  of  the  oral  law  must  rest  altogether 
upon  the  character  of  those  witnesses  who  handed  it  down. 
But  this  is  a  very  sandy  foundation,  for  we  have  already 
seen  that  these  men  were  guilty  of  inventing  or  propagating 
the  most  absurd  fables  ;  their  testimony,  therefore,  is  of  no 
value.  This  has  been  proved  abundantly  already  ;  but  there  is 
one  story  for  which  we  had  not  room  in  our  last  number, 
and  which,  as  being  immediately  connected  with  the  giving  of 
the  law,  must  now  be  considered.  Like  the  others,  it 
comes  before  us  authenticated  by  its  introduction  into  the 
prayers  of  the  synagogue,  in  which  the  following  plain 
allusion  is  made  :  — 


S  ^nb  irni  /  vbun  •^ 

cr32i     i  rbs-ir    bs 

itp^n  ITTTP  prrr  >  ib  YTO  c^npi  >  vb  -m 
f  rb-rcn  *o  an:w  nn  t  ib  YIEHI  -112  ^sb  ran 
Vrunb  DTitsrip  vap  »ibrnb  laBisb  irat&nn 
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"When  he  called  the  messenger  (Moses)  and  made  him 
ascend  to  heaven,  and  appointed  him  as  the  third  person 
between  him  and  his  people,  and  caused  him  to  approach 
and  stand  in  the  thick  darkness,  and  spake  to  him  face  to  face, 
and  rays  streamed  from  his  hand  to  him,  the  angels  were 
moved,  and  rushed  towards  him  ;  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
Creator  they  spake,  saying  thus  to  him,  What  is  man  that 
thou  shouldest  exalt  him  ?  and  wherefore  make  such  an  ac 
count  of  him  as  to  bring  him  up  to  our  place  and  cause  him  to 
inherit  the  delightful  possession  (the  law)  ?  "  (Pentecost 
Prayers,  fol.  88.)  Here  it  is  plainly  said,  that  the  angels 
remonstrated  witn  God  at  the  favour  shown  to  Moses.  This 
circumstance  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  Moses,  but 
it  is  recorded  in  the  Talmud,  and  the  particulars  are  thus 
given  :  — 


•osba  VIES  ariab  nttfa   nbro?   roan 
13^3  ntt?s  nVb  na  cbi^  bo?  isim  rrnpn  ^sb 
man  vssb  mas  <  sn  rmn  bnpb  cnb  nas 
nisa  rrcn  n^s-n  ^  nww  "jb  nn33B? 
nns  nbiyn  M-QSB;  crip  nvrn   rom«t 
cis  pi  iroTn  ^  Enss  r\n  i  D-ri  -mnb 


ib  nx:w  in^wn  by  -jiin  nan 
im  vaab  n»«  nnitc'n  ]nb 
tins  ib  nas  f  c:nsGntZ7  bnnn 


1335? 
n-nn  nb^  bty  isim  V3&b  -ia«  vbr 

/n  ^3M  nn  nvis  nn  ^b    ni3  nnsu; 

cnb  n^ 

c^b  snn  n^b  n-nn  nmnrntrn 
27  ^n  n^nns  c^nbw  "jb  n^n^  Kb  nn  nNnD 
nn  n^na  na  nia?  ry  ^nni3?tt?  7^i"ia?  cn« 
a    ^27137    on«  cibs   ia;ipb  nnt^n  DV   ns 
sb  nn  n\iD  na 
nw  ins  nn  n^ns  na 
nn  n\iD  na  21:2  csb  a?"  csi  n«  law  nsi 
i^  os^^n  ty*1  nsDp  ni33n  sb  ?]N3n  sb  nsin  sb 
:  nopnb  ib  -nin  i^a  CDN3sn  2?^  snn 

''  In  the  hoiu'  when  Moses  ascended  up  on  high,  the  minis 
tering  angels  said  before  God,  O  Lord  of  the  world,  what 
business  has  he  that  is  born  of  a  woman  amongst  us  ?  He 
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replied,  He  is  come  to  receive  the  law.     They  answered,  This 
most  desirable  treasure,  which   has  been  treasured  up  from 
the  six  days  of  creation,  six  hundred  and  seventy-four  genera 
tions  before  the  world  was  created,  dost  thou  now  wish  to  give 
it  to  flesh  and  blood — what  is  man  that  thou  art  mindful 
of  him,   and   the   son  of   man  that  thou  visitest  him?     O 
Lord,  our  Lord,  how  excellent  is  thy  name  in  all  the  earth, 
who  hast  set  thy  glory  above  the  heavens.     The  Holy  One 
said  to  Moses,   Give  them  an  answer.     He  replied,   O  Lord 
of  the  world,  I  am  afraid,  lest  they  burn  me  with  the  breath  of 
their  mouth.    He  said,  Lay  hold  on  the  throne  of  my  glory  and 
give  them  an  answer,  for  it  is  said,  '  He  that  holdeth  the  face 
of  his  throne,  he  spreadeth  his  cloud  over  him.'     (Job  xxvi. 
8,  9.)     Rabbi  Nahum  says,  This  teaches  us  that  the  Almighty 
spread  some  of  the  glory  of  the  Shechinah  and  his  cloud  over 
him.     He  then  said,  Lord  of  the  world,  what  is  written  in  the 
law  that  thou  art  about  to  give  me  ?    '  I  am  the  Lord  thy  God 
that  brought  thee  out  of  Egypt.'  He  then  said,  Did  ye  ever  go 
down  into  Egypt  and  serve  Pharaoh — why,  then,  should  ye 
have  the  law  ?     Again,  what  is  written  therein  ?     '  Thou  shalt 
have  none  other  God.'    He  then  asked  them,  Do  ye  then  dwell 
amongst  the  uncircumcised,  that  ye  should  commit  idolatry  ? 
Again,    what  is  written  ?     '  Remember  the   Sabbath-day   to 
sanctify  it,'     l)o  ye,  then,  do  any  work,  so  as  to  need  rest? 
Again,  what  is  written  ?     '  Thou  shalt  not  take  the  name  of 
the  Lord,'  £c.     Have  ye,  then,  any  business  that  would  lead 
to  this  sin  ?     Again,  what  is  written  ?     '  Honour  thy  father 
and  mother.'     Have  ye,  then,  got  any  father  and  mother  ? 
Again,  what  is  written  ?     '  Thou  shalt  not  kill,   thou  shalt 
not  commit  adultery,  thou  shalt  not  steal.'     Have  ye,  then, 
got  envy  or  the  leading  principle  that  would  lead  to  these 
sins  ?     Immediately  they  praised  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be 
He,"  &c.     (Shabbath,  fol.  88,  col.  2,  &c.)     It  is  not  necessary 
to  prove  that  this  account   is  a  fiction.     The   absurdity   of 
the  whole  scene  is  too  palpable.     To  what  purpose  should  the 
angels  wish  for  the  law  of  Moses,  or  be  envious  of  men  to 
whom  it  was   given  ?     Is   it  possible   that   the   spirits   that 
minister  before  the  throne  of  God,  were  not  able  to  see  the 
unsuitableness  of  the  law  for  them,  until  Moses  pointed  it 
out  to  their  consideration  ?     We  think  that  if  this  scene  had 
ever  taken  place,  Moses  might  have  given  them  other  passages 
of  the  law  much  more  to  the  purpose ;  but  it  is  plainly  a  fable 
invented  by  the  designing,  and  propagated  by  the  credulous. 
These  two  stories  then,  that  Moses   received   the   oral   law, 
and  that  he  disputed  with  the  angels  in  heaven,  come  to  us 
upon  one  authority  ;  they  are  both  circumstances  in  one  event ; 
and  the  fabulousness  of  the  one  takes  away  all  credit  from  the 
other.     The  oral  law  rests  solely  upon  the  testimony  of  its 
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transmitters,  but  here  these  persons  are  convicted  of  trans 
mitting  palpable  falsehood  :  their  testimony  to  the  oral  law 
is  therefore  useless,  and  the  whole  fabric  of  tradition  falls. 
This  one  fable  is  sufficient,  but  the  readers  will  remember 
that  this  is  only  one  of  a  considerable  number  selected  from 
the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  To  extract  all  similar  stories  from 
the  Talmud  would  be  to  make  some  folio  volumes.  The 
Prayer-book,  however,  gives  enough  to  invalidate  the  tes 
timony  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  and  to  incapacitate  them 
for  ever  from  appearing  as  witnesses.  Perhaps  some  one 
will  say,  But  they  are  also  the  witnesses  for  the  written  law, 
and  therefore,  if  we  reject  their  testimony,  we  must  give  up 
the  written  law  also.  But  this  is  not  so.  For  that  we  have 
other  testimony — we  have  that  of  the  Jewish  nation,  of  which 
the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  were  at  first  only  an  inconsiderable 
portion.  We  have  the  testimony  of  Jesus  and  his  disciples, 
the  great  opposers  of  the  oral  law.  We  have  the  testimony  of 
the  predictions,  which  we  behold  still  accomplishing.  We 
have  the  whole  internal  evidence,  so  that  if  there  never  had 
been  Pharisees,  the  evidence  for  the  written  law  would  be 
just  as  valid.  As  it  is,  the  contrast  which  the  written  law 
presents,  when  compared  with  the  oral  law,  furnishes  in  itself 
a  strong  evidence  of  its  truth  and  authenticity.  The  written 
law  is  simple,  sober,  dignified.  The  oral  law  is  multifarious, 
extravagant,  absurd.  The  oral  law  is  poison — the  written  law 
is  the  antidote.  The  oral  law  is  a  counterfeit,  which  proves 
the  existence  of  the  genuine  coin.  Men  who  receive  both 
on  the  sole  authority  of  the  rabbies  may,  when  they  find 
the  falsehood  of  the  one,  reject  the  other  also,  but  this  can 
never  be  the  case  with  those  who  calmly  compare  and  weigh 
the  two  in  the  balance  of  right  reason. 

We  now  dismiss  these  Talmudic  fables  for  the  present. 
We  have  proved  by  instances  that  the  oral  law  abounds  with 
such.  We  have  proved  by  extracts  from  the  Prayers  of  the 
synagogue,  that  these  fables  form  a  part  of  the  faith  of  all 
rabbinical  Jews.  We  have,  therefore,  proved  that  the  in 
ventors  of  these  fables  attained  their  object.  They  have 
succeeded  in  deceiving  the  great  majority  of  their  countrymen. 
It  is  for  the  Jews  of  the  present  day  to  consider  whether  these 
extravagant  fictions  are  still  to  be  handed  down  to  unborn 
generations — still  to  appear  as  a  reproach  upon  Israel's  under 
standing — still  to  disfigure  and  dishonour  the  public  worship 
of  the  chosen  people.  Former  generations  may  have  handed 
them  down  in  ignorance,  and  be  therefore  partly  excusable. 
But  in  the  present  day  there  is  a  large  body  of  Jews  here  in 
England  who  are  fully  convinced  that  these  legends  are  false- : 
it  is  the  duty,  the  sacred  duty,  of  all  such  to  protest  against 
their  further  propagation.  If  they  do  not,  they  make  them- 
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selves  accomplices  in  the  guilt  of  those  who  invented  them, 
and  responsible  for  all  the  injury,  temporal  and  spiritual, 
which  the  propagation  of  such  error  may  inflict  upon  their 
brethren  and  their  posterity.  But  whatever  course  they  may 
pursue,  the  existence  of  these  fables  shows  that  the  oral  law 
itself  is  altogether  an  invention  of  men,  and  proves  that  Jesus 
of  Nazareth  conferred  a  great  and  substantial  benefit  on  the 
nation  and  on  mankind,  by  vindicating  and  preserving  for 
us  the  unadulterated  truth  of  God's  written  Word. 

These  fables  prove  further,  that  there  is  neither  weight 
nor  value  in  the  sentence  which  these  men  pronounce  against 
the  Lord  Jesus  Christ.  It  is  the  sentence  of  those  who  did 
not  scruple  to  falsify  and  pervert  the  law  of  God ;  it  is  the 
testimony  given  by  the  notorious  inventors  and  propagators  of 
fables,  and  cannot  be  received  by  any  one  competent  to  weigh 
evidence.  Fables  of  any  kind  will  invalidate  testimony,  but 
religious  fables  utterly  incapacitate  their  inventors  and  pro 
pagators  from  being  admitted  as  witnesses  at  all.  The  man 
who  will  venture  to  tamper  with  sacred  history,  either  by 
adding  to,  or  diminishing  from,  its  records,  clearly  shows  that 
he  has  lost  all  reverence  for  truth,  and  all  sense  of  the  divine 
character,  as  a  vindicator  of  truth  and  a  punisher  of  falsehood. 
The  man  who  trifles  with  sacred  facts,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
witness  at  all  in  those  which  he  considers  profane  or  common. 
When,  therefore,  the  Talmudists,  or  the  wise  men  of  his  time, 
bear  witness  against  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  whom  they  hated,  we 
must  remember  that  they  have  been  convicted  of  false  witness 
again  and  again  in  the  case  of  Moses,  whom  they  professed  to 
love.  Their  testimony  is  therefore  a  nullity,  and  if  we  wish  to 
examine  the  claims  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  we  must  look  else 
where  for  the  data  which  are  to  form  the  basis  of  our  judgment. 


No.  XXII. 
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MODERN  Judaism  is  the  religion  of  the  oral  law.  The 
dogmas,  rites,  ceremonies,  and  prayers,  all  rest  upon  its 
authority.  If,  therefore,  the  oral  law  can  be  proved  to  be  an 
invention  of  men,  the  whole  fabric  of  modern  Judaism  crum 
bles  into  dust.  It  then  follows  that  the  Jews  have  been  more 
than  eighteen  centuries  the  disciples  of  error,  and  that,  if  they 
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now  desire  to  believe  and  profess  the  true  religion,  revealed  by 
God  to  their  forefathers,  they  must  renounce  their  present 
Talmudic  system,  and  return  to  the  law  and  the  prophets.  But 
the  oral  law  is  a  human  invention.  It  has  been  proved,  on  the 
authority  of  the  Jewish  Prayer-book,  that  it  abounds  with  the 
most  absurd  fables,  which  cannot  be  the  Word  of  God,  but  are 
evidently  and  obviously  the  invention  of  man.  It  appears, 
therefore,  that  the  Jewish  nation  has  been  for  centuries  deluded 
by  the  traditions  of  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  —  that  they  have 
been  utterly  mistaken  in  their  faith,  taking  the  fictions  of  men 
for  the  truth  of  God  —  and  have  thereby  sunk  from  the 
honourable  position,  in  which  God  placed  them  as  deposito 
ries  of  the  truth,  to  the  unenviable  situation  of  the  credulous 
and  superstitious.  Such  is  the  result  of  an  inquiry  into  the 
contents  of  prayers  of  the  synagogue.  An  examination  of  the 
traditional  commandments  will  show  in  like  manner,  that  the 
oral  law  is  every  where  inseparably  mingled  with  fables,  which 
throw  discredit  upon  the  whole.  One  of  the  most  important 
parts  of  the  oral  law  is  that  which  relates  to  the  constitution  of 
the  great  tribunal  the  Sanhedrin,  for,  as  is  asserted,  that  council 
fixed  the  authority  of  all  traditions,  and  even  examined  into 
the  claims,  and  decided  upon  the  divine  mission  of  the  prophets. 
If  it  appear,  therefore,  that  the  oral  law  teaches  what  is  mani 
festly  fabulous  with  respect  to  that  tribunal,  the  main  pillar  of 
tradition  is  taken  away.  Now  without  entering  into  the  whole 
subject  at  present,  the  following  specimen  will  show  what  degree 
of  credit  can  be  given  to  the  traditional  accounts  respecting 
it:— 


s  pnv 

napt  ibsm  nsns        m  rrasn 
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"  Rabbi  Johannan  says,  none  were  allowed  to  sit  in  the 
Sanhedrin,  who  were  not  men  of  stature,  men  of  wisdom,  men 
of  good  appearance,  aged,  skilled  in  magic,  and  acquainted  with 
the  seventy  languages,  so  that  the  Sanhedrin  might  not  be 
obliged  to  hear  through  an  interpreter."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  17, 
col.  1.)  In  this  short  extract  there  are  several  fables  —  first, 
that  all  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin  should  be  skilled  in 
magic,  or  magicians,  is  plainly  contrary  to  the  express  command 
of  God,  who  says,  "  There  shall  not  be  found  among  you  any 
one  that  maketh  his  son  or  his  daughter  to  pass  through  the 
fire,  or  that  useth  divination,  or  an  observer  of  times,  or  an 
enchanter,  or  a  witch  r)tt?3£3  —  for  all  that  do  these  things  are 
an  abomination  unto  the  Lord  :  and  because  of  these  abomina 
tions  the  Lord  thy  God  doth  drive  them  out  from  before  thee." 
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(Dent,  xviii.  10  —  12.)  This  command  of  God  makes  no  excep 
tion  in  favour  of  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin.  It  absolutely 
forbids  any  such  in  Israel  for  any  purpose.  The  commentary 
indeed  tells  us,  that  this  magical  skill  was  required  in  self- 
defence. 


bssnb  crrsam  c^ntainn 

:  ri  rva 

"  In  order  to  kill  the  magicians  who  trusted  in  their  magical 
arts  to  deliver  them  out  of  the  hands  of  the  tribunal."  But 
this  explanation  does  not  mend  the  matter.  Magic  is  a  thing 
absolutely  unlawful  and  expressly  forbidden  by  God.  It  was 
therefore"  unlawful  either  to  learn  or  to  practise'  it,  even  for  the 
purpose  of  killing  a  magician.  If  the  plea  of  self-defence  or 
necessity  made  it  lawful  for  the  Sanhedrin  to  learn  magic,  the 
same  argument  would  justify  it  doubly  in  the  case  of  the  people, 
who  were  more  likely  to  be  the  objects  of  the  magician's 
attacks  ;  for  surely  these  persons  would  be  careful  to  avoid  all 
contact  with  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin,  whom  they  knew 
to  be  more  than  a  match  for  them  in  the  black  art.  According 
to  this  method  of  arguing  all  Israel  might  have  been  skilled  in 
magic,  though  the  law  requires  that  not  one  such  person  should 
be  found  among  them.  Either  then  this  account  is  absolutely 
false,  or  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin  were  bad  men,  who 
learned  what  was  expressly  forbidden  by  the  law  of  God  ;  and 
in  either  case,  the  Talmudic  accounts  of  this  tribunal  are 
unworthy  of  credit. 

But  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  the  members  of  this 
great  council*  confined  their  magical  exercitations  to  the  killing 
of  magicians.  We  find  elsewhere,  if  the  Talmud  speak  truth, 
that  the  rabbies  at  least  made  other  magical  experiments,  and 
have  even  recorded  the  means  which  they  employed,  for  the 
benefit  of  posterity. 
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wbnsn  sraxa  n^-r^bi  inb  nrn 

mnnbi  rp^B  ^22  «BVi  sbnsi 
723  "ns  -a   ^:rn   m   ptrpb   j^bi 

rpb»  ^m  pm  ^n  ptnsi 


"  Abba  Benjamin  says,  if  permission  had  been  given  to  see 
them,  no  creature  could  stand  before  the  hurtful  demons. 
Abbai  says,  They  are  more  than  we,  and  stand  against  us  like 
the  trench  round  the  garden-bed.  Rav  Huna  says,  Every  one 
of  us  has  a  thousand  on  his  left  hand,  and  ten  thousand  on  his 
right  hand.  Rabba  says,  The  want  of  room  at  the  sermon  is 
caused  by  them  —  the  wearing  out  of  the  rabbies'  clothes  is 
caused  by  their  rubbing  against  them  —  the  bruised  legs  are 
caused  by  them.  Whosoever  wishes  to  ascertain  their  existence, 
let  him  take  ashes  that  have  been  passed  through  a  sieve,  and 
let  him  strew  his  bed,  and  in  the  morning  he  will  see  the 
marks  of  a  cock's  claws.  Whosoever  wishes  to  see  them,  let 
him  take  the  interior  covering  of  a  black  cat,  the  daughter  of  a 
first-born  black  cat,  which  is  also  the  daughter  of  a  first-born, 
and  let  him  burn  it  in  the  fire,,  and  pulverise  it,  and  let  him 
then  fill  his  eyes  with  it,  and  he  will  see  them.  But  let  him 
pour  the  powder  into  an  iron  tube,  and  seal  it  with  an  iron 
signet,  lest  they  should  steal  any  of  it,  and  let  him  also  seal  up 
the  mouth  thereof,  that  no  injury  may  arise.  Rav  Bibi  bar 
Abbai  did  thus,  and  received  an  injury.'  But  the  rabbies 
prayed  for  mercy  upon  him,  and  he  was  cured."  (Berachoth, 
fol.  6.  col.  1.)  Here,  then,  is  magic  for  the  people,  and  all 
Israel  is  instructed  in  the  means  to  see  demons.  It  is  not  for 
us  to  decide  whether  those,  who  might  use  these  means,  would 
ever  see  men  again,  but  this  is  certain,  that  the  oral  law  here 
.gives  a  magical  recipe  to  those  who  are  not  members  of  the 
Sanhedrin,  sets  before  us  one  of  the  Talmudic  doctors  as  an 
example,  and  moreover  encourages  to  do  as  he  did,  by  holding 
out  the  possibility  of  a  miraculous  cure,  if  any  injury  should 
arise.  If,  then,  this  story  be  true,  the  oral  law  permits  magic, 
which  the  law  of  God  forbids  ;  if  it  be  false,  then  the  oral  law 
is  convicted  of  another  monstrous  falsehood,  and  is  altogether 
unworthy  of  credit.  How  long  will  the  people  of  Israel  suffer 
themselves  to  be  deluded  by  a  system,  of  which  the  striking 
characteristic  is,  that  it  has  no  regard  for  truth  ?  The  Jews 
object  against  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  that  he  leads  them  away  from 
the  law  of  Moses,  but  where  does  he,  or  his  disciples,  inculcate 
the  study  of  magic,  or  prescribe  rules  for  facilitating  intercourse 
with  demons,  contrary  to  the  express  command  of  God  ?  Just 
suppose  that  this  whole  extract,  instead  of  being  found  in  the 
Talmud,  had  formed  a  portion  of  the  New  Testament,  how 
would  the  Jews  have  laughed  at  this  prescription  for  its  folly, 
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and  argued  against  its  wickedness,  how  triumphantly  would 
they  have  shown  that  a  law  that  teaches  and  encourages  magic 
could  not  have  been  given  by  God  ?  The  existence  of  one  sueh 
passage  would  have  been  sufficient,  in  their  eyes,  to  condemn  the 
whole  Christian  system.  Let,  then,  the  Jews  deal  with  the 
oral  law  in  the  same  way.  Let  them  j  adge  it  and  its  fables  by 
an  appeal  to  Moses  and  the  prophets.  But  let  them  remember 
that  in  this,  as  in  many  other  instances,  the  New  Testament 
agrees  with  the  law  of  Moses,  whilst  the  oral  law  differs 
from  both.  The  New  Testament  classes  witchcraft  along  with 
idolatry,  and  other  sins  which  exclude  from  the  joys  of  eternal 
life.  "  The  works  of  the  flesh  are  manifest,  which  are  these : 
adultery,  fornication,  uncleanness,  lasciviousness,  witchcraft, 
hatred,  variance,  emulations,  wrath,  strife,  seditions,  heresies, 
envyings,  murders,  drunkenness,  revellings,  and  such  like  ;  of 
the  which  I  tell  you  before,  as  I  have  also  told  you  in  times 
past,  that  they  which  do  such  things  shall  not  inherit  the 
kingdom  of  God."  (Galat.  v.  19—21.)  In  this  case,  then, 
where  the  oral  law  leads  you  away  from  the  doctrine  of  Moses, 
the  religion  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  brings  you  back  again. 

This  is,  however,  not  the  only  fable  contained  in  that  short 
law  concerning  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin.  We  are  told, 
besides,  that  no  one  was  allowed  to  sit  in  that  council  "  unless 
he  understood  the  seventy  tongues."  Now  wre  would  ask 
every  disciple  of  the  oral  law  calmly  to  consider  this  statement, 
and  then  say  what  he  thinks  of  its  veracity.  Did  he  ever  hear 
or  know  01  scholars  in  the  present  times  acquainted  with 
seventy  languages,  and  that  so  perfectly  as  to  be  able  to 
converse  with  and  examine  witnesses,  and  form  a  judgment 
upon  their  evidence,  without  the  aid  of  an  interpreter  P  Surely, 
the  study  of  languages  is  as  much  cultivated  in  the  present  day 
as  it  was  then,  and  there  are  at  least  as  many  facilities  for  their 
acquisition.  The  system  of  grammar  is  now  fully  developed. 
The  art  of  printing  has  made  it  easy  to  obtain  foreign  books. 
Lexicons  and  other  apparatus  may  be  procured,  and  yet,  with  all 
these  facilities,  we  much  doubt  whether  there  be,  in  the  whole 
world,  one  single  person  possessing  that  knowledge  of  lan 
guages  here  ascribed  to  every  individual  member  of  the  San 
hedrin.  According  to  the  oral  law,  there  always  had  been, 
in  Israel,  seventy-one  such  persons  at  least,  but  probably  more  ; 
for  as  a  member  died,  or  became  superannuated,  another  was 
found  ready  to  succeed  him.  But  the  wonder  is  hero  made 
still  more  wonderful,  for  there  were  not  only  seventy-one  pel-sous 
acquainted  with  seventy  languages,  but  those  persons  were  also 
acquainted,  as  Rambam  tells  us,  with  medicine,  astronomy, 
and  all  the  existing  systems  of  idolatry,  and  moreover  skilled 
in  magic.  And,  besides  all  this,  all  these  persons  were  fine 
handsome  fellows,  "  Men  of  stature,  men  of  good  appearance." 
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Is  this  credible  —  can  all  Israel,  or  all  the  world,  furnish  one 
such  person  at  present,  handsome  or  ugly,  tall  or  short?  or  can 
there  be  found  amongst  that  intelligent  people  the  Jews,  one 
man,  woman,  or  child,  so  silly  as  to  believe  so  manifest  a 
falsehood  ?  We  can  tell  them  that  their  great  rabbi,  llambam, 
did  not  believe  it,  and  therefore  in  his  Compendium  took  the 
liberty  of  altering  this  Talmudic  statement.  Instead  of 
seventy  languages,  he  says  simply  — 

:  mairebn  nra  TOT  tin 

"  And  that  they  should  be  acquainted  with  most  languages." 
It  was  too  much  for  him.  Being  a  learned  man  himself,  he 
knew  the  impossibility  of  such  universal  knowledge  ;  and  he 
therefore  softened  down  the  Talmudic  hyperbole  to  the  limits 
of  what  he  considered  possibility.  This  is  not  merely  our 
conclusion  from  Rambam's  alteration,  the  commentator  has 
expressly  said  the  same  :  — 


-IT  -Q*n  cnttfa  maittfn  nm  JTO 

'37  bm 


"  Our  rabbi  has  written,  '  Acquainted  with  most  languages,' 
because  it  is  a  rarity  to  find  a  person  acquainted  with  all  the 
seventy  languages.  (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c.  2.)  llambam 
himself,  then,  is  here  a  witness  against  the  fabulous  exagge 
rations  of  the  Talmud. 

But  perhaps  some  one  will  say,  that  seventy  is  only  a  round 
number  to  signify  many,  that  we  must  not,  therefore,  be  too 
strict  in  its  exposition.  This  subterfuge,  however,  will  not 
serve  here.  The  authors  of  the  Talmud  said  seventy,  because 
they  believed  that,  by  giving  this  number,  they  included  all 
the"  languages  in  the  world.  They  believed  that  there  were 
seventy  nations,  and  therefore  they  said  seventy  languages. 
This  article  of  Jewish  faith  is  found  everywhere  in  the  Talmud, 
and  in  the  commentaries,  as  for  instance  — 


I;T  rrrm  ^ss   prrp 
pbm  rrrnan  ^DE  m!T»E7  TOT)  -I'm  ho  m 


R.  Johannan  says,  What  is  the  meaning  of  that  Scripture, 
'  The  Lord  gave  the  Word  :  great  was  the  company  of  those 
that  published  it?'  It  teaches,  that  as  each  commandment 
proceeded  from  the  mouth  of  God,  it  was  divided  into  seventy 
languages."  (Shabbath,  fol.  88,  col.  2.)  The  foundation  of  this 
opinion  is  an  arbitrary  interpretation  of  a  verse  in  the  song  of 
Moses.  "  When  the  Most  High  divided  to  the  nations  their 
inheritance,  when  he  separated  the  sons  of  Adam,  he  set  the 
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bounds  of  the  people  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of 
Israel.'  (Deut.  xxxii.  8.)  Upon  which  Rashi  thus  comments  :  — 

nssb  rTrwttJ  b^nar*  133  -iso 
YTTE?  7N-ia?>  ^n  btt?  1222  rrsntr? 

mbinD.  n^ 


"  On  account  of  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel  who 
were  to  proceed  from  the  sons  of  Shem,  and  according  to  the 
number  of  the  seventy  souls  of  the  children  of  Israel  who 
descended  into  Egypt,  he  set  the  bounds  of  the  people,  that  is, 
the  seventy  languages.  That  this  latter  clause  is  altogether 
arbitrary,  and  a  mere  gratuitous  addition,  is  plain  from  an 
inspection  of  the  text,  where  not  one  syllable  is  said  about  the 
seventy  souls,  nor  about  the  number  of  the  nations,  but  about 
the  fixing  the  bounds  of  their  habitations.  Rashi  himself  did 
not  trust  in  this  exposition,  and  he  has  therefore  given  ano 
ther  :  —  "  On  account  of  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel 
who  were  to  proceed  from  the  children  of  Shem."  Aben  Esra 
also  passes  by  the  seventy  nations  altogether,  and  says  that, 
"  According  to  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel,"  means, 
that  the  bounds  of  the  nations  were  so  set  as  to  leave  sufficient 
room  for  the  Israelites.  His  words  are  — 


b^  n223tp  nnbsn  -IVT  by  n^tmann 
bunerb  0^3  t     -is  nvnb  ntyn  nn  TS 
p  bin  n-!DDE>b 


"The  commentators  have  interpreted  this  of  the  genera 
tion  of  the  dispersion,  when  all  the  earth  was  scattered,  for 
then  God  decreed  that  Israel  should  have  the  land  of  the  seven 
nations,  which  would  be  sufficient  for  them,  therefore  it  is 
said,  '  according  to  the  number  of  the  children  of  Israel.'  " 
This  verse,  then,  gives  no  colour  to  the  opinion  that  there 
are  only  seventy  nations  and  seventy  languages.  Fact  proves 
that  the  number  is  much  greater,  for  the  Bible  exists  already 
in  twice  that  number  of  languages,  and  the  work  of  trans 
lation  is  not  yet  accomplished.  The  oral  law,  therefore, 
fails  altogether  in  attaining  the  object  which  it  had  in  view 
in  telling  this  extraordinary  story.  It  wished  to  say,  that 
in  the  Sanhcdiin  there  never  was  need  of  an  interpreter, 
for  that  every  member  understood  every  language  in  the 
world,  and  believing  that  there  were  only  seventy  languages. 
it  stated  this  number.  But  now  we  know  that  even  if  each 
member  understood  seventy  languages,  yet  to  be  able  to  de 
cide  cases  for  all  the  nations  of  the  earth,  they  would  have 
required  to  know  as  many  more.  The  oral  law  then,  betrays 
here  an  utter  ignorance  of  the  state  of  the  world,  which  shows 
that  it  is  not  from  that  God  who  confounded  the  languages 
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of  the  earth,  and  therefore  knows  how  many  there  are  ;  but 
from  men  who  desired  to  magnify  the  acquirements  of  the 
nation  far  beyond  the  sober  truth.  The  men  who  could  de 
liberately  say,  that  the  Sanhedrin  was  composed  of  seventy- 
one  persons,  all  handsome,  all  men  of  stature,  all  skilled  rn 
magic,  and  all  so  perfectly  acquainted  with  seventy  languages, 
as  to  need  no  interpreter,  would  have  said  seven  hundred, 
or  seven  thousand,  or  any  thing  else  that  suited  their  purpose. 
They  are  evidently  wilful  cxaggeraters,  whose  word  is  there 
fore  not  to  be  trusted.  The  motive  here  is  vain  glory.  The 
object  is  simply  to  give  all  the  honour  to  men,  to  the 
Kabbics  whose  learning  and  genius  were  so  marvellous. 
There  is  no  intimation  that  God  gave  the  members  of  the 
Sanhedrin  this  knowledge,  which  far  exceeds  the  power  or 
the  life  of  man  to  attain  by  ordinary  means.  No,  all  the  glory 
of  these  marvellous  acquirements  is  ascribed  to  man  alone. 
This  forms  a  striking  contrast  to  a  narrative  recorded  in  the 
New  Testament.  We  are  there  told  that  on  a  certain  oc 
casion  the  disciples  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  addressed  in  their 
own  language,  "  Parthians,  and  Medes,  and  Elamitcs,  and 
the  dwellers  in  Mesopotamia,  and  in  Judea,  and  Cappadocia, 
in  Pontus  and  Asia,  Phrygia,  and  Pamphylia,  in  Egypt,  and 
in  the  parts  of  Lybia  about  Cyrene,  and  strangers  of  Rome, 
Jews  and  proselytes,  Cretes  and  Arabians,"  that  is,  the  in 
habitants  of  sixteen  countries.  Now,  the  small  number  here 
stated  is  a  presumptive  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  fact.  If 
an  impostor,  a  Rabbinist  who  wished  to  make  a  good  story, 
had  written  this  account,  he  would,  beyond  all  doubt,  instead 
of  sixteen,  have  specified  all  the  seventy  languages.  To  his 
countrymen,  who  believed  in  the  acquirements  of  the  San- 
hedrin,  this  would  have  appeared  no  wise  incredible.  Indeed, 
if  a  man  of  that  time  had  wished  to  invent  a  miracle,  the 
number  seventy  would  have  been  absolutely  necessary  for  his 
purpose.  For  if  every  member  of  the  Sanhedrin  could  speak 
seventy  languages,  to  say  that  other  men  spoke  sixteen  would 
have  been  no  miracle  at  all.  The  small  number,  therefore, 
here  given,  shows  that  the  authors  of  the  narrative  had  no 
wish  to  invent  a  miracle,  but  to  state  the  sober  truth.  But 
then  consider  the  entire  absence  of  vain-glory.  The  praise 
and  the  power  of  speaking  even  this  small  number  of  lan 
guages  is  given  altogether  to  God.  The  men  were  Galileans, 
and  had  not  acquired  this  by  their  own  labour  and  genius. 
"  They  were  all  tilled  with  the  Holy  Ghost,  and  began  to 
speak  with  other  tongues,  as  the  Spirit  gave  them  utterance." 
(Acts  ii.  1 — 11.)  Here  then  is  a  striking  difference  between 
the  narratives  of  the  Talmud  and  those  of  the  New  Testament. 
The  former  exalts  men.  The  latter  gives  glory  to  God, 
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THE  favourite  Jewish  objection  to  the  claims  of  Jesus  of 
Nazareth  is  that  passage  at  the  beginning  of  the  thirteenth 
chapter  of  Deuteronomy  :  "  If  there  arise  among  you  a 
prophet,  or  a  dreamer  of  dreams,  and  giveth  thee  a  sign  or 
a  wonder,  and  the  sign  or  the  wonder  come  to  pass,  whereof 
he  spake  unto  thee,  saying,  Let  us  go  after  other  gods,  which 
thou  hast  not  known,  and  let  us  serve  them,  thou  shalt  not 
hearken  unto  the  words  of  that  prophet,  or  that  dreamer  of 
dreams."  In  citing  this  passage,  the  Jews  take  for  granted 
that  the  religion  of  Jesus  is  essentially  different  from  that 
of  Moses  ;  that  it  leads  to  the  worship  of  strange  gods  :  and 
that  it  is  in  fact  a  species  of  heathenism,  whilst  the  religion 
of  the  oral  law,  which  they  now  profess,  is  utterly  free  from 
all  heathen  elements,  and  identical  with  the  religion  of  their' 
prophets.  All  this  they  take  for  granted  ;  but  the  subject 
is  capable  of  being  inquired  into.  The  oral  law  and  the, 
New  Testament  are  both  extant,  and  a  little  examination 
will  enable  us  to  decide,  on  rational  grounds,  whether 
Judaism  or  Christianity  savour  most  of  heathenism.  In 
our  last  number,  we  saw  that  Judaism  contains  magic  for 
the  Sanhedrin  and  magic  for  the  people,  whilst  the  New 
Testament  utterly  forbids  it  :  in  this  respect  then  Judaism 
resembles  the  heathen  religion.  Our  business  in  this  number 
shall  be  to  point  out,  in  astrology,  another  feature  of  re 
semblance,  The  Talmud  and  its  doctors  all  agree  in  as 
serting  the  influence  of  the  stars  over  the  fates  and  fortunes 
of  men.  In  the  first  place,  the  Talmud  lays  down  these 
general  maxims  :  — 


mnbn  wbn  wron  isb 

:  snba 

"  Life,  children,  and  a  livelihood  depend  not  on  merit,  but 
on  the  influence  of  the  stars."  (Moed  Katon,  fol.  28,  col.  1.) 

:  -i>E>ya  bTBi  n'onD  bta 

"The  influence  of  the  stars  makes  wise,  the  influence  of 
the  stars  makes  rich."  (Shabbath,  fol.  156,  col.  1.)  But  it 
also  tells  us  the  following  particulars  :  — 

....  ITS  sin  sbi  -on  TP  snttts  -mm  JSB  ^sn 

ta"D   pn   -oa   TP   Kuon   •nrai  JSQ  *sn 
TP  N2tt73  Hnbren   SD  ^sn  »  s^a  rrn 
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rrn  "raw  nnura  ta"» 

ta"»  T»n3i  nrn  -122  TP  ^non  nsmwrrr 
sm  sntzn  stPErm  ?SE  ^sn  *  nniKB  rrn  ibnw 
i  maw  n^m  mn  vow  circa  to"E  c^ion  bain  -on 
nias  ptn  122  TP  srarc  sby»n"r  ?sa  '•sn 
P  wrarcm  }SE  ^sn  »  niisan  ptn  pns^  nn 


:  npn  nm 

"  He  that  is  born  on  the  first  day  of  the  week,  will  be  a 
man  excelling,  but  in  one  quality  only.*  .  .  .  He  that 
is  born  on  the  second  day  of  the  week  will  be  an  angry 
man.  What  is  the  reason  ?  Because  on  it  the  waters  were 
divided.  He  that  is  born  on  the  third  day  of  the  week 
will  be  a  rich  and  profligate  man.  What  is  the  reason  ? 
Because  on  it  the  herbs  were  created.  He  that  is  born  on 
the  fourth  day  of  the  week  will  be  a  wise  man  and  have 
a  powerful  memory.  What  is  the  reason  ?  Because  on  that 
day  the  lights  were  hung  up  in  the  heavens.  He  that  is 
born  on  the  fifth  day  of  the  week  will  be  a  benevolent  man. 
What  is  the  reason  ?  Because  on  it  were  created  the  fishes 
and  the  fowls.  He  that  is  born  on  the  eve  of  the  Sabbath 
will  be  a  man  who  makes  a  circuit,  llav  Nacnmati  bar 
Isaac  says,  who  makes  the  circuit  in  the  commandments.  f 
He  that  is  born  on  the  Sabbath,  on  the  Sabbath  also  he 
shall  die,  because  on  his  account  they  profaned  the  great 
day  of  the  Sabbath.  Rabba  bar  Rav  Shila  says,  he  shall 
possess  an  eminent  degree  of  holiness."  (Shabbath,  fol.  156, 
col.  1.)  Here  is  completely  the  heathen  doctrine  of  fate. 
Not  only  the  external  circumstances  of  fortune,  but  the 
moral  qualities  of  the  soul  are  made  to  depend  upon  the 
day  of  a  man's  nativity.  Whether  a  man  be  profligate  or 
holy,  according  to  this  doctrine,  does  in  no  wise  depend 
upon  himself,  his  own  choice,  or  conscience,  but  simply  on 
the  circumstance  of  his  birth  happening  on  a  Tuesday  or  a 
Saturday.  There  is  indeed  a  difference  of  opinion  amongst 
the  Talmudic  doctors,  as  to  the  nature  of  the  sidereal  in 
fluence,  but  all  agree  in  the  fact,  as  may  be  seen  further 
from  the  opinion  of  R.  Huna  :  — 

^sn  CD-Tin  nw  bra  sbs  o-m  DV  bra  sb 
rrbiB  b^«  ^m  jnvt  nan 
b  :rn  as 


*  A  ccording  to  Rashi. 
According  to  Rashi,  one  who  goes  from  house  to  house  to  get  alms, 
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-PH3  -133  TP  nsiam  ]sa  ^sn  t  H-na  rrn 
TP  rmbm  ?Htt  ^sn  »  sin  snm 
b:>s  ^S3m  -PHD  n^noi  ^S3 
b^D  nsa  cs   02  ^mm  rpVn  sbi 


-a 

•»«  n&s  nn  -IDS  nan  Ttz?s  "i 
n^SDn  H3«  ran  IDS  sb*in 

:  "131   Vfcp    U7^337    ^3    "1^    ^^S    "))!3M 

"  These  things  do  not  depend  upon  the  sidereal  influence 
of  the  day,  but  on  the  sidereal  influence  of  the  hour.  He  that 
is  born  under  the  influence  of  the  sun  will  be  a  splendid 
man,  eating  and  drinking  of  that  which  belongs  to  himself, 
and  will  reveal  his  secrets  :  if  he  be  a  thief  he  will  not 
prosper.  He  that  is  born  under  Nogah  (Venus)  will  be  a 
rich  and  profligate  man.  "What  is  the  reason  ?  Because 
on  it  the  fire  was  created.  He  that  is  born  under  Kochav 
(Mercury)  will  be  a  man  of  strong  memory,  and  wise,  for 
Mercury  is  secretary  to  the  sun.  He  that  is  born  under  the 
influence  of  the  moon,  will  suffer  much,  building  and  de 
stroying,  destroying  and  building  :  eating  and  drinking 
what  does  not  belong  to  him,  and  a  keeper  of  his  own 
secrets.  If  a  thief  he  will  prosper.  He  that  is  born  under 
Shabthai  (Saturn)  will  be  a  man  whose  thoughts  come  to 
nought,  but  some  say  those,  that  think  against  him,  shall 
come  to  nought.  He  that  is  born  under  Tsedek  (Jupiter) 
will  be  a  righteous  man.  Ilav  Xachman  bar  Isaac  says. 
righteous  in  the  commandments.*  He  that  is  born  under 
Maadim  (Mars)  will  be  a  shedder  of  blood.  Rav  Achai  says, 
either  a  letter  of  blood,  or  a  thief,  or  a  circumciser.  Rabbah 
said,  I  was  born  under  Mars.  Abbai  answered,  Therefore, 
you  are  fond  of  punishing  and  killing."  (Shabbath,  ibid.) 
In  this  passage  the  heathenism  is  still  more  apparent.  It 
is  notorious  that  the  ancient  Greek  and  Roman  idolaters 
considered  Venus  as  the  patroness  of  profligacy,  Mercury  as 
the  god  of  eloquence  and  learning,  Mars  as  the  god  of  war. 
and  behold  \  here  in  the  oral  law  you  have  the  very  same 
doctrine.  "  If  a  man  be  born  under  Venus,  he  will  be  a 
rich  and  profligate  man  ;  if  under  Mercury,  a  man  of  strong 
memory  and  wise  ;  if  under  Mars,  a  shedder  of  blood." 
The  habits  of  the  mind  are  here  also  expressly  attributed 

*   Rashi  says  a  man  who  is  liberal  in  almsgiving. 
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to  the  influence  of  the  planets,  and  a  thief  has  got  the  pro 
mise  of  success,  if  his  nativity  happened  under  the  influence 
of  the  moon.  What  then  becomes  of  human  responsibility, 
and  how  does  this  doctrine  agree  with  the  words  of  Moses, 
"  Behold  I  have  set  before  you  life  and  death,  blessing  and 
cursing,  therefore  choose  life,  that  both  thou  and  thy  seed 
may  live  ?  "  (Deut.  xxx.  19.)  It  will  be  replied  by  Tal- 
mudists,  that  the  oral  law  also  says  :  — 

:  bsHE^b  bra  ^s 

"  Israel  is  not  under  the  influence  of  the  stars."  We  shall, 
therefore,  consider  that  passage  in  its  context  which  imme 
diately  follows  :  — 

bra   tzn  -WBD  bra  n'ona  bra  -IDIS  sran  '-i 
'-i  SITS*!  bMitL^b  bra  rs  -IDS  pnv  yn 

bra  ^«tt7  r^B  Pnv   "">  ~iEN"r 
mmsDi  *nDbn  bs  D'nan  IIT  bs  'n  HDS  ro  ID 
a^nn  inrr  nDnD  nnnn  inm  ^  innn  bs 
rmrn  m  -IDST  bw-itzj^b  bvrj  i>s  m  -IDS  bsiu;^  sbi 
ims  srn  "i»S3i»  bsna?>b  bra  ^s^?  J^DE 
p  abir  btt?  I3im  n"npn  ^sb  nnn^s  -IDS 
as  ^  isb  ib  -IDS  THK  ti?-iv 


ib  -IDS  p  i^binb 

bra 


"  Rabbi  Chanina  says,  the  influence  of  the  stars  makes  wise, 
the  influence  of  the  stars  makes  rich,  and  Israel  is  under  that 
influence,  llabbi  Jochanan  says,  Israel  is  not  under  the  influ 
ence  of  the  stars,  and  Itabbi  Jochanan  helped  his  argument, 
for  llabbi  Jochanan  says,  From  whence  is  it  proved  that  Israel 
is  not  under  the  influence  of  the  stars  ?  Because  it  is  said, 
'  Thus  saith  the  Lord,  Learn  not  the  way  of  the  heathen,  and 
be  not  dismayed  at  the  signs  of  heaven  ;  for  the  heathen  are 
dismayed  at  them.'  (Jer.  x.  2.)  The  heathen  but  not  Israel. 
Rav  says,  Israel  is  not  under  the  influence  of  the  stars,  for 
Rabbi  Judah  says,  Rav  says,  From  whence  is  it  proved  that 
Israel  is  not  under  the  influence  of  the  stars?  From  that 
which  is  said,  '  And  he  brought  him  forth  abroad.'  (Gen.  xv. 
5.)  Abraham  said  before  God,  Lord  of  the  world,  One  born  in 
my  house  is  my  heir.'  God  replied  not  so,  but  '  He  that  shall 
come  forth  out  of  thine  own  bowels.'  Abraham  replied,  I  have 
consulted  my  astrology,  and  am  not  fit  to  beget  a  son.  God 
said,  Go  forth  from  thy  astrology,  for  Israel  is  not  under  the 
influence  of  the  stars."  (Shabbath,  ibid.)  Now  this  passage,  if 
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taken  in  the  most  favourable  point  of  view,  proves  only  that 
Israel  is  not  under  the  influence  of  the  stars  ;  but  this  ex 
ception  proves  to  demonstration  that  the  oral  law  teaches,  that 
all  other  nations  are  under  that  influence.  According  to  this 
doctrine,  all  the  Gentiles,  and  of  course  Christians  among  the 
number,  are  given  up  to  unchanging  and  unchangeable  fate. 
They  are  good  and  bad,  rich  and  poor,  happy  and  unhappy, 
according  to  the  sidereal  influence  at  their  nativity,  and  con 
sequently  are  utterly  irresponsible  for  their  actions.  A  Gentile 
thief,  or  murderer,  or  adulterer,  is  not  so,  because  he  yielded 
to  temptation,  or  to  evil  dispositions,  but  because  he  happened 
to  be  born  under  the  influence  of  the  Moon,  or  of  Mars,  or 
of  Venus.  This  is  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  on  the  most 
favourable  view  of  the  case,  and  consequently  God  is  repre 
sented  first  as  a  partial  governor,  who  gives  constitutional 
advantages  to  one  favourite  nation,  which  He  withholds 
from  all  others ;  and  then,  secondly,  as  an  unjust  judge, 
who  punishes  the  Gentiles  for  doing  what  the  irresistible 
influence  of  the  stars  compelled  them  to  do.  This  doctrine 
is  of  itself  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  oral  law  is  not  of  God, 
and  that  as  a  religion  it  stands  upon  a  line  with  the  heathen 
and  Mahometan  systems  of  fate,  and  is  consequently  infinitely 
below  Christianity.  The  New  Testament  recognises  no  system 
of  favouritism,  but  represents  God  as  a  just  judge,  "  who  will 
render  to  every  man  according  to  his  deeds "  (Rom.  ii.  6) ; 
and  all  men  as  responsible  for  the  evil  which  they  commit. 
"  There  is  no  respect  of  persons  with  God.  For  as  many  as 
have  sinned  without  law,  shall  also  perish  without  law  ;  and  as 
manv  as  have  sinned  in  the  law,  shall  be  judged  by  the  law." 
(Ibid,  11,  12.)  This  is  a  view  worthy  of  the  Divine  character, 
whereas  the  astrological  system  of  *  the  oral  law,  which  re 
presents  God  as  giving  up  all  nations  to  the  influence  of  the 
stars,  and  then  punishing  them  for  following  that  influence 
which  He  himself  ordained,  is  nothing  short  of  blasphemy, 
and  is  much  more  akin  to  heathenism  than  to  the  doctrine  of 
Moses  and  the  prophets.  But,  secondly,  this  passage  of  the 
Talmud  contains  two  statements  directly  contradicting  each 
other.  Rabbi  Chanina  says,  Israel  is  under  the  influence  of 
the  stars — the  others  say,  Israel  is  not  under  the  influence  of 
the  stars  ;  whichever  statement  we  receive  as  true,  the  other  is 
necessarily  false,  and  therefore  the  oral  law  contains  falsehood, 
and  therefore  is  unworthy  of  credit.  Thirdly,  the  story  which 
is  here  given  of  Abraham  has  falsehood  on  the  face  of  it,  and 
after  all  does  not  disprove,  but  rather  confirms  the  doctrine 
that  Israel,  as  well  as  the  other  nations,  is  under  the  influence 
of  the  stars  ;  for  as  Kashi  tells  us,  Abraham  and  Sarah  escaped 
from  their  sidereal  destiny  only  by  changing  their  names. 
Rashi's  words  arc — 
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mbran  rvsia?  *fb^  m^stan^sE  ws  ib 

en-as  bnw  p  ib  r«  Dins  p  TBsnb  -pro 

Kiip  'os  -pn  ma?  bns  ibn  sb  "na?  p  fp  a?"1 

:  bran  nana^i  -ins  ea?  cnb 

"  God  said  to  Abraham,  Go  forth  from  thy  astrology,  for 
thou  hast  seen  in  the  stars  that  thou  art  not  to  have  a  son. 
Abram  is  not  to  have  a  son,  but  Abraham  is  to  have  a  son. 
Sarai  is  not  to  bear  a  child,  but  Sarah  shall  bear  a  child. 
I  call  you  by  another  name,  and  thus  the  influence  of  the  stars 
will  be  changed."  (Com.  in  Gen.  xv.  5.)  Here  it  is  plainly 
intimated,  and  that  in  the  name  of  God  himself,  that  Abraham. 
and  Sarah  were  both  under  the  influence  of  the  stars,  and  that 
if  they  had  not  changed  their  names,  they  never  could  have 
had  a  child.  This  was  evidently  Rashi's  opinion  ;  and  when 
we  remember  that  the  majority  of  the  Jews  in  the  world  im 
plicitly  follow  Rashi's  interpretation,  we  may  conclude  that  this 
is  the  prevailing  doctrine.  And  perhaps  some  of  the  readers  of 
this  paper  may  even  know  instances  of  Jews  who,  led  by  this 
interpretation,  have  actually  changed  their  name,  in  the  hope 
of  bettering  their  luck,  or  even  of  escaping  from  death.  But 
however  that  be,  it  is  easy  to  show  that  the  Talmud  and  the 
rabbies  generally  believe  in  the  astrological  influence  of  the 
heavenly  bodies.  In  addition  to  the  passages  already  cited, 
the  Talmud  says  expressly  — 


rmb  nbw  mmsb  sn  p^o  npib  manna?  pn 

bsna^  ba?  cn^saircb  sn  p^o  npib 
mtan  npib  ns:nb  cbiyn  niEisi  nsnbb  ^r,s 

37-1 


"  An  eclipse  of  the  sun  is  an  evil  sign  to  the  nations  of  the 
world.  An  eclipse  of  the  moon  is  an  evil  sign  to  Israel ;  for 
Israel  reckons  by  the  moon,  the  nations  of  the  world  by 
the  sun.  When  the  eclipse  happens  in  the  east,  it  is  an 
evil  sign  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  east.  When  it  happens  in 
the  west,  it  is  an  evil  sign  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  west,"  &c.. 
&c.  (Succah,  fol.  29.  col.  1.)  The  rabbies  who  have  lived 
"since,  teach  the  same  doctrine.  For  instance,  Saadiah  Gaon, 
speaking  of  the  manner  in  which  the  influence  of  the  stars 
is  modified  by  the  signs  of  the  zodiac,  says — 

iniTOi  m&  bran  •mbnn  nrro  n^p^a?  trwsn 
bra  vns  ib  n^a?  cisb")  <  371  bran  insn 
:  37-1  irr-insbi  nito  nma?s-in  ib 

i 

"  Sometimes  the  course  of  a  star  is  partly  in  a  good  sign  and 
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partly  in  a  bad  sign.  The  man  born  under  this  will  first 
prosper  and  then  suffer  adversity.  (Comment,  in  Sepher 
Jetsirah,  fol.  98,  col.  1.)  He  also  explains,  there,  how  it  is 
possible  for  astrologers  to  foretell  sickness  and  death  ;  but  this 
is  enough  to  shew  his  opinion,  and  what  he  had  learned  from 
the  Talmud.  The  writings  of  Aben  Esra  bear  the  same 
testimony.  For  instance,  in  his  commentary  on  the  ten  com 
mandments,  he  says  —  • 

bnbrj  iaa:a  rat&n  TOT  ^mn  Tmm 
ins  b^b  -o  D^-IEIS  ]VD2n  ^ 
bsn  Him  ira  HST  ints  Eistpn  SIT 

^n  sintp  ^  pi  cvn 
an  D-nsai  vati?  *o  m 
nrraa?a  insn  inin  robb  is  n^sba 
73  bs  pra 


ins  nt  nvi  nb^b  ^i^t^n  ^^  b^n  wsan  sb  nani 
bi?  ntn  nv2  pn  cnn  n^pnan  ^3tt;  ibs  ibtr^tt?  nt 
pi  abiyn   nmn  in  pD3?nnb  ^sn  7^s  73 


"  The  fourth  commandment  is  that  respecting  the  Sabbath, 
and  answers  to  the  orb  of  Saturn;  for  the  experimental 
philosophers  say,  that  each  one  of  the  ministering  servants  has 
a  certain  day  of  the  week  in  which  he  exhibits  his  strength, 
and  he  is  master  of  the  first  hour  in  the  day,  and  thus  it  is  also 
with  him  who  is  mastei  of  the  first  hour  in  the  night.  They 
say,  also,  that  Saturn  and  Mars  are  the  two  hurtful  stars,  and 
whosoever  begins  a  work,  or  to  walk  in  the  way,  when  either 
of  these  two  is  in  the  ascendant,  is  sure  to  fall  into  harm. 
Therefore  our  ancients  have  said,  that  permission  is  given  to  do 
injury  on  the  nights  of  the  fourth  and  seventh  days  of  the  week. 
And  behold,  thou  wilt  not  find,  in  all  the  days  of  the  week,  a 
night  and  a  day,  one  after  the  other,  on  which  these  two  hurt 
ful  stars  rule  except  on  this  day  ;  therefore  it  is  not  suitable  on 
it  to  engage  ill  worldly  affairs,  but  to  devote  it  entirely  to  the 
fear  of  God."  This  exposition  shows  that  Aben  Esra  believed 
in  astrology,  and  that  the  power  of  the  stars  extended  to  Israel 
as  well  as  to  the  other  nations,  nay  the  power  of  the  stars  to 
do  harm  is  here  made  the  foundation  of  the  command  respecting 
the  Sabbath-day.  A  man,  whose  mind  was  not  thoroughly 
imbued  with  faith  in  astrology,  could  never  have  been  led  even 
to  entertain  such  an  opinion,  when  God  himself  has  assigned 
another  and  entirely  different  reason  for  the  institution  of  the 
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Sabbath.  But  indeed  it  is  not  necessary  to  go  to  the  rabbies 
to  prove  that  modern  Judaism  teaches  astrology.  That  common 
wish  which  one  so  often  hears  amongst  the  Jews,  even  at  the 
present  day,  3113  bfE  mazzal  tov,  or  good  luck,  has  its  origin 
in  the  doctrine  of  the  Talmud,  and  shows  how  universally  it 
has  been  received.  And  thus  we  see  the  influence  which  the 
oral  law  has  had  in  leading  away  both  learned  and  unlearned 
from  the  Word  of  God,  and  of  spreading  amongst  them,  as  a 
tradition  from  Moses,  what  is  merely  one  of  the  numerous 
eiTors  of  heathen  idolatry.  The  heathen  worshipped  the  host 
of  heaven.  The  sun,  and  the  moon,  and  other  heavenly  bodies, 
they  considered  as  deities  ;  it  was,  therefore,  natural  for  them 
to  suppose  that  they  exercised  an  influence  over  the  affairs  of 
men.  The  Chaldeans  were  especially  devoted  to  this  doctrine, 
and  had  almost  exalted  it  to  the  rank  of  a  science.  From  them, 
probably  during  the  Babylonish  captivity,  the  Jews  learned 
this  system;  and  though  altogether  idolatrous  in  its  origin, 
and  learned  from  idolaters,  it  was  congenial  to  the  minds  of 
the  superstitious  rabbies,  and  was,  therefore,  introduced  into  the 
oral  law,  where  it  has  ever  since  continued.  The  oral  law  has, 
therefore,  in  this  respect,  adopted  heathen  doctrine,  and  teaches 
heathenism.  Every  Jew  who  wishes  his  neighbour  ^ift  bfE» 
mazzal  tov,  uses  a  heathen  idolatrous  expression — sanctioned, 
indeed,  by  the  Talmud,  but  utterly  repugnant  to  the  doctrine 
of  Moses.  But  where  will  he  find  in  the  New  Testament 
any  warrant  either  for  such  a  doctrine  or  such  a  wish  ?  The 
New  Testament  is  entirely  free  from  all  shadow  and  tincture  of 
this  heathenism.  Your  oral  law  has  taught  you  that  the  course 
of  events  depends  upon  the  stars.  Jesus  of  Nazareth  has  taught 
us,  that  the  ordering  of  all  events,  even  the  minutest,  proceeds 
from  our  Heavenly  Father.  He  says,  "  Are  not  two  sparrows 
sold  for  a  farthing?  and  one  of  them  shall  not  fall  on  the 
ground  without  your  Father.  But  the  very  hairs  of  your 
heads  are  all  numbered."  (Matt.  x.  29,  30.)  Jesus  of  Nazareth, 
therefore,  whom  you  are  afraid  to  follow,  lest  he  should  lead 
you  after  other  gods,  directs  all  his  followers  to  the  one  living 
and  true  God,  the  Creator,  Preserver,  and  Redeemer  of  all 
things.  Those  men,  on  the  contrary,  who  crucified  Jesus  of 
Nazareth,  and  that  oral  law,  which  you  prefer  to  Christianity, 
have  led  you  away  from  the  doctrines  of  Moses  and  the 
prophets  to  the  principles  of  heathenism.  The  general  doctrine, 
that  the  moral  nature,  the  weal  and  wo  of  men,  are  altogether 
dependent  upon  the  stars,  is  not  Mosaic,  it  is  heathen  ;  and  the 
particular  details  concerning  the  influence  of  Venus,  Mars,  and 
Mercury,  are  plainly  the  offspring  of  the  worst  part  of  heathen 
mythology.  If,  then,  Jews  believe  in  this  Talmudic  astrology, 
they  approach  very  nearly  to  heathenism,  and  such  has  been 
the  case  with  the  majority  and  the  most  learned  of  the  nation 
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for  the  last  eighteen  hundred  years.  If  from  the  unavoidable 
influence  of  Christian  knowledge,  they  now  reject  this  portion 
of  the  oral  law,  they  declare  that  all  their  most  learned  rabbies 
have  been  in  gross  error,  and  that  the  oral  law,  which  led  them 
astray,  is  not  from  God,  but,  on  the  contrary,  in  one  of  its  most 
important  features,  a  mere  copy  of  idolatrous  heathenism. 


No.  XXIV. 

AMULETS. 

IN  magic  and  astrology  we  have  discovered  two  features 
common  to  idolatrous  heathenism,  and  to  the  religion  of  the 
oral  law.  We  have  seen  that  it  pervades  the  Talmud  and  the 
writings  of  the  subsequent  rabbies,  and  that  it  has  tinctured 
the  language  of  every-day  life.  It  occurs,  therefore,  as  might 
be  expected,  incidentally,  when  the  oral  law  treats  of  other 
things  ;  and  we  are  induced  to  notice  one  passage  of  this  kind, 
not  only  because  it  proves  that  faith  in  astrology  is  an  essential 
element  in  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  but  because  it  sets 
before  us  another  feature  of  resemblance  to  heathenism.  In 
treating  of  the  virtues  of  amulets,  and  of  the  tests,  whereby  to 
try  them  and  those  that  write,  the  following  passage  occurs  — 

nbnb  sy'rap  nbn  Nb  strips  HDD  m  IES 

-on  >nnns  ^nn  snbn  snbn 
in  in  *nna  snbnb  ^np  snbn 
wrap  "HSD  «nbnb  ss^rap  in  Trans  sS  ssrrap 
•^ap  snbn  SDD  m  ^n  '•nans  sb  s-Qn  Trans 
Trans  sina  Trans  sb  wi  ssrrap  ^SD  snna  inb 
is  n^b  ^DS  KH  pnas  ^  ^nnns  sb  is 
spi  sin 


"  Rav  Papa  says,  I  am  certain  in  the  case  of  three  amulets 
for  three  men  ;  where  three  copies  of  one  amulet  have  cured 
three  times,  then  both  the  writer  and  the  amulet  are  approved. 
In  the  case  of  three  amulets  for  three  men,  where  each  performs 
only  one  cure,  then  the  writer  is  approved,  the  amulet  is  not 
approved.  In  the  case  of  one  amulet  for  three  men,  then  the 
amulet  is  approved,  the  writer  is  not  approved.  But  Rav  Papa 
asks,  What  is  to  be  the  decision  when  there  are  three  amulets 
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for  one  man?  The  amulet  is  certainly  not  approved,  the  writer 
may  or  may  not  be.  Shall  we  say  that  he  cured  him  ?  Or 
was  it  perhaps  the  influence  of  the  stars,  belonging  to  that  man, 
that  had  an  affinity  for  that  which  was  written  P  That  must 
remain  undecided."  (Shabbath,  fol.  61,  col.  2.)  Here  we 
have  the  influence  of  the  stars  again,  and  that  not  in  the 
case  of  the  heathen,  but  in  the  case  of  Israelites.  The  whole 
passage  refers  to  none  but  Israelites.  The  question,  from 
Avhich  this  digression  about  amulets  arose,  was  whether  it 
is  lawful  to  wear  amulets  on  the  Sabbath-day,  a  question 
concerning  the  Jews,  and  them  only.  In  this  question,  then, 
we  find  the  doctrine  of  sidereal  influence  mixed  up,  or  rather 
so  certainly  pre-supposed  as  to  prevent  the  solution  of  a  doubt. 
A  case  is  supposed  where  a  man  has  been  cured  by  the  help  of 
three  amulets,  and  thence  arises  a  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
maker  may  be  considered  as  an  approved  writer  of  amulets  ; 
and  upon  this  case  R.  Papa  does  not  venture  to  decide,  because 
it  is  possible  that  the  cure  may  be  owing  to  the  influence  of  the 
stars.  How  can  there  be  a  stronger  proof  of  faith  in  the  power 
of  the  stars  over  Israelites  as  well  as  over  other  persons  ? 

This  passage  proves  incontrovertibly  that  the  heathen  no 
tion  of  astrology  is  inseparably  interwoven  with  the  religious 
system  of  the  oral  law,  but  it  also  presents  to  our  consideration 
another  circumstance  equally  startling,  and  that  is,  that  the 
oral  law  sanctions  the  use  of  amulets  or  charms,  as  a  cure  for. 
or  defence  against,  sickness  and  other  evils.  What,  is  it  pos 
sible,  that  the  Jews  who  think  that  their  religion  is  the  true 
religion  revealed  by  God  to  Moses,  and  whose  chief  objection  to 
Christianity  is  the  fear  lest  it  should  lead  them  to  strange  gods, 
is  it  possible  that  this  people  should  still  entertain  the  old 
heathen  notion  concerning  amulets  ?  Yes,  wThilst  the  followers 
of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  have  learned  from  him  to  renounce  this 
superstitious  and  wicked  practice,  the  Jews,  taught  by  those  who 
rejected  and  crucified  him,  still  believe  in  the  oral  law  which 
teaches  the  manner  of  making  and  using  charms.  But  perhaps 
some  one  will  say,  it  occurs  only  in  the  Gemara,  but  not  in  the 
Mishna.  This  is  at  all  times  but  a  poor  apology  for  the  oral 
law,  or  rather  an  open  confession  that  the  greatest  part  of  that 
law  is  indefensible,  but  it  will  not  serve  here.  The  doctrine  of 
amulets  proceeds  from  the  Mishna,  which  says,  — 

irsa?      n  yan  sbi 


"  It  is  not  lawful  to  go  forth  on  the  Sabbath-day  with  an 
amulet,  unless  it  be  from  an  approved  person."  The  Gemara 
then  takes  up  this  commandment,  and  comments  thus  upon  it,  — 


s~an  STOIEI  11?  wa^n  «    SSQ 

vo  sbs 
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sbi  ^anpi  ^3  spn 

nrs  -IT!  r  n"J2  HTOIE  irsty  ptn  ^np  sbi 
nro  bp  srap  *rns  rcban  roan  ss'ntt?  bn  nnain 
in  ipnp  nbin  ins  r-ipy  bir?  s^p  insi 
sbs  n2D3E7  Mb  ri33D  in     stt7  nbin  -rnsi 


"  Rav  Papa  says,  do  not  think  that  it  is  necessary  that  both 
the  man  and  the  amulet  must  be  approved  ;  it  is  enough  if  the 
man  be  approved,  even  though  the  amulet  be  not  approved. 
The  proof  is,  that  the  Mishna  says,  '  Unless  the  amulet  be  from 
an  approved  person,'  but  does  not  say,  '  Unless  the  amulet  be 
approved,'  from  which  it  is  plain.  Our  rabbies  have  taught 
thus,  What  is  an  approved  amulet  ?  Any  amulet  that  has 
effected  a  cure,  and  done  so  twice  or  thrice.  The  doctrine 
holds  good,  whether  the  amulet  be  a  written  one,  or  made  of 
roots  —  whether  the  man  be  dangerously  ill  or  not  —  not  only  if 
he  be  epileptic,  but  that  he  may  not  become  epileptic."  (Shab- 
bath,  fol.  61,  col.  1.)  From  this  it  appears  that  there  are  two 
sorts  of  amulets,  one  containing  some  written  words,  the  other 
made  of  roots  of  various  kinds,  and  it  is  equally  plain  that  the 
object  of  wearing  them  was  either  to  prevent  sickness  or  to 
effect  a  cure.  On  the  Sabbath  those  only  are  lawful,  which 
have  been  manufactured  by  a  man,  who  has  already  established 
his  character  for  making  efficacious  amulets,  or  which  have 
been  already  tried  and  proved  to  be  so.  This  is  the  doctrine  of 
the  Talmud,  and  let  every  Jew  remember  that  this  doctrine  is 
not  extracted  from  the  legendary  part,  but  from  those  laws 
which  are  binding  upon  the  consciences  of  all  who  acknowledge 
an  oral  law.  And  thi?  is  not  any  private  opinion  of  our  own, 
as  may  be  seen  by  referring  to  any  compilation  where  the  laws 
are  collected,  as  for  instance  the  Jad  Hachazakah,  where  this 
law  is  thus  expressed  :  — 


mn  m  \si 

DIS  inMtp  is  cis  "0:2  ntpbrcb  ssr-itp  nr 


"It  is  lawful  Jto  go  out  with  an  approved  amulet.  What  is 
an  approved  amulet?  One  that  has  cured  three  persons,  or 
lias  been  made  by  a  man  who  has  cured  three  persons  with 
other  amulets."  (Hilchoth  Shabbath,  c.  xix.  14.)  The  Arbah 
Turim  enters  more  at  length  into  the  subject,  thus— 


sin  nsi 

"pro  3TDp  sbi  s-an  ^n^ns  S3^7  sb  in  " 
nros  'an  ins 
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sb  bus  lasn^a?  0373  bnn  trnb  inisb 
watz?  Hbi  f  ins  lannrr  DM  nnaiE  srapn  ]^s  aai 
masn  ins  rcnb  nnniz?  pan  sina  sbi  y»p  ^n^ns 
nnDiB  mas  nmsrc  n^ara  ntpbo?  12  sam  nns 
E?nb  nrorc  pan  s^pi  s-na  ^nnns  arm  ms  bnb 
msb  is  D>E?as  'ab  nb^in  ins  bni  nnas  'an  ins 
bnn  m  rcnbb  waa  >n»ns  ca^aya  nitfbtp  ins 
bus  fDis  bnb  ibbn  nnas  inansi  nins^  ninas 
'a  isani  ins  aisb  n^^p  7a  nna  DS 
ns^b  -inini  f  y^op  sbi  s-na  ^nans 
tz;^^  nbinn  i^n  "p-ipi?  bD  is  nns  be?  sin  sattt  sb 
inbim  nnn  nonatt?  sbi  »  nano  in  ^sa?  ]^n  nano  in 
•'binn  itns  sb  ib^as  sbs 
iatns^  sbtp  inbini 


"It  is  not  lawful  to  go  out  in  an  amulet,  which  is  not 
approved,  but  if  it  be  approved,  it  is  lawful.  Whether  it  be  the 
man  or  the  amulet  which  is  approved,  makes  no  difference  ;  for 
instance,  if  a  man  have  written  one  and  the  same  charm  in 
three  copies,  and  all  three  have  affected  a  cure,  the  man  is 
approved  with  respect  to  that  charm  every  time  that  he  writes 
it,  but  not  with  respect  to  other  charms  ;  neither  is  the  amulet 
approved  if  written  by  another.  There  is  also  no  difference  in 
the  case,  when  the  amulet  is  approved  but  the  man  not  so  ;  for 
instance,  if  a  man  write  one  charm,  and  only  one  copy,  and  has 
with  it  effected  a  cure  three  times,  then  that  copy  is  approved 
for  every  man.  A  third  case  is,  when  both  the  man  and  the 
amulet  are  approved  ;  for  instance,  if  a  man  write  one  charm  in 
three  copies,  and  each  has  been  of  use  to  three  men  or  to  one 
man  three  times,  then  the  man  is  approved  with  respect  to  this 
charm  in  every  copy  which  he  may  write,  and  these  copies  are 
considered  as  approved  for  the  use  of  all  men.  But  if  he  have 
written  three  different  amulets  for  one  man,  and  have  cured 
him  three  times,  then  neither  the  man  nor  the  amulet  is 
approved.  Further,  it  is  lawful  to  go  out  with  an  approved 
amulet,  whether  it  be  a  writing  or  one  made  of  roots,  and 
whether  the  man  be  dangerously  ill  or  not.  Neither  is  it 
necessary  that  he  should  have  been  already  epileptic,  and  now 
makes  use  of  it  for  a  cure.  On  the  contrary,  if  he  be  of  an 
epileptic  family,  and  wear  it  as  a  preventive,  it  is  lawful." 
(Orach  Chaiim.  sec.  301.)  There  can  be  no  mistake  here.  This 
is  Jewish  law  binding  upon  all  who  acknowledge  tradition. 
Neither  is  it  a  doubtful  or  passing  notice  ;  on  the  contrary,  the 
different  cases  are  all  enumerated,  and  every  particular  specified. 
The  oral  law  here  gives  the  most  unqualified  sanction  to  the  use 
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of  amulets  or  charms,  and  that  even  on  the  Sabbath-day.  That 
such  charms  are  near  akin  to  magic  or  witchcraft  is  plain  from 
the  nature  and  purpose  of  the  manufacture,  and  from  the 
undisguised  use  of  the  word  t£?nb  "  charms  ;"  but  there  is 
a  passage  in  Rashi's  commentary  on  another  Talmudic  treatise, 
which  puts  this  beyond  all  doubt ;  we  therefore  give  both  the 
text  and  the  commentary — 


j  iptn  bbnb  vr.  _  . 

ntE'DD  rw^Ditf  on^by  mttfnrp 

p  mnno  nnn  cnb  Traynttf  n^sn  cnn 
lisp  bs^m  p  in2V  ibi^nty  bits  0^212^ 
p  pnv  '-!  b^  vbs  I-IBN  ^W^T  p  pnv 
rvnam   msbn   sn^2  n3ir?D  sip»  rron  sbtr? 
mm  rbpi  ansio  ^pnpTi  mm  * 
'oniD  mbttfm  nisntaam  rnsnprn 
i  "i!3i  mv}  *osbn  n^bpT  nn^i2?i  n^iti?  nrrtt?  c 

"Our  rabbies  have  handed  down  the  tradition  that  Hillel 
the  elder  had  eighty  disciples,  of  whom  thirty  were  as  worthy 
as  Moses  our  master  to  have  the  Shechinah  resting  upon  them. 
Thirty  others  were  as  worthy  as  Joshua  the  son  of  Nun  that 
for  them  the  sun  should  stand  still.  Twenty  were  in  the 
middle  rank,  of  whom  the  greatest  was  Jonathan  the  son  of 
Uziel ;  and  the  least  of  all  was  Rabbi  Johanan  ben  Zachai. 
Of  this  last-named  rabbi  it  is  said,  that  he  did  not  leave 
unstudied  the  Bible  or  the  Mishna,  Gemara,  the  constitutions, 
the  Agadoth,  the  niceties  of  the  law  and  the  Scribes,  the 
argument,  a  fortiori,  and  from  similar  premises,  the  theory  of 
the  change  of  the  moon,  Gematria,  the  parables  taken  from 
grapes  and  from  foxes,  the  language  of  demons,  the  language 
of  palm-trees,  and  the  language  of  the  ministering  angels,"  &c. 
(Bava  Bathra,  fol.  134,  col.  1.)  This  was  pretty  well,  consider 
ing  that  he  was  the  least  of  the  eighty  ;  what  then  must  have 
been  the  knowledge  of  the  others  ?  This  tradition  alone,  from 
its  gross  exaggeration,  would  be  sufficient  to  mark  the  character 
of  the  rabbies  as  false  witnesses.  It  is  plainly  a  fable,  such  as 
one  might  expect  in  the  "Arabian  Nights'  Entertainments," 
but  not  in  a  law  that  professes  to  have  come  from  God.  It  is 
another  proof  that  the  account  of  the  oral  law  is  a  mere  fiction. 
But  our  object  in  quoting  the  passage  here,  is  to  point  out  its 
connexion  with  charms  and  amulets.  It  tells  us,  that  this 
rabbi  understood  the  language  of  the  ministering  angels? 
Now  what  use  was  this?  Rashi  tells  us  in  his  commentary, 
C37^I2tt?nb  to  conjure  or  to  adjure  them :  that  is,  to  compel 
them  to  serve  him,  when  he  adjured  them ;  that  is,  by  their 
means  to  act  the  part  of  a  conjuror.  It  may  perhaps  be  said, 
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these  were  the  good  angels,  with  whom  a  holy  man  might  hold 
converse,  hut  we  are  also  told  that  he  understood  "  the  lan 
guage  of  demons."  What  was  the  object  of  this  ?  Rashi 
answers  again  — 


"  For  the  purpose  of  adjuring  them  :  and  hence  it  follows 
that  amulets  may  be  made  in  order  to  effect  cures."  From 
this  it  appears  that  the  Talmud  allows  a  man  to  have  con 
verse  with  evil  spirits,  and  that  this  precedent  establishes 
the  lawfulness  of  amulets.  And  this  is  the  religion  of  the  oral 
law,  these  the  doctrines  and  practices  of  the  men  who  rejected 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  !  Here  is  real  heathenism,  not  one  shade  of 
which  appears  in  the  New  Testament.  Oh  !  how  different 
is  this  from  the  doctrine  of  Moses  and  the  prophets.  The 
oral  law  sends  sick  men  to  seek  help  in  amulets  and  charms, 
but  not  to  the  God  of  Israel.  Now  what  difference  is  there 
between  this  and  the  conduct  of  Ahaziah,  when  he  fell  down 
through  the  lattice  in  his  upper  chamber  in  Samaria,  and  was 
sick  ?  "  He  sent  messengers,  and  said  unto  them,  Go  inquire 
of  Beelzebub  the  god  of  Ekron.  whether  I  shall  recover  of  this 
disease.  But  the  angel  of  the  Lord  said  to  Elijah  the  Tishbite, 
Arise,  go  up  to  meet  the  messengers  of  the  King  of  Samaria, 
and  say  unto  them,  Is  it  not  because  there  is  not  a  God  in 
Israel,  that  ye  go  to  inquire  of  Beelzebub,  the  god  of  Ekron  ?  " 
(2  Kings  i.  2,  3.)  And  so  it  may  still  be  said  to  Israel,  Is 
it  not  because  there  is  not  a  God  in  Israel,  that  ye  go  to 
amulets  and  charms  in  order  to  get  cured  of  your  diseases  ? 
Moses  points  to  God  as  the  great  physician  ;  he  says,  "  Where 
fore  it  shall  come  to  pass,  if  ye  hearken  to  these  judgments, 
and  keep  and  do  them,  that  the  Lord  thy  God  shall  keep  unto 
thee  the  covenant  and  the  mercy  which  he  sware  unto  thy 
fathers.  And  the  Lord  will  take  away  from  thee  all  sickness." 
(Deut.  vi.  12—15.)  God  himself  says— 


"  I  am  the  LORD  that  healeth  thee."  (Exod.  xv.  26.)  But 
the  oral  law  leads  men  away  from  God,  and  tells  them  to  go  to 
an  approved  man  and  to  get  an  approved  amulet,  and  for  this 
allows  to  learn  the  language  of  demons,  and  to  compel  them  by 
adjuration  to  be  subservient.  Where,  in  all  the  Old  Testament, 
is  there  any  thing  like  this  ?  When  the  Avidow's  son  was  sick, 
Elijah  did  not  give  her  an  amulet  to  make  him  well,  and  yet, 
if  there  were  such  things,  it  might  be  supposed  that  he  knew 
of  them,  and  knew  how  to  make  them  ;  in  short,  that  he  was 
an  approved  man  and  could  make  an  approved  amulet  ;  but 
Elijah's  trust  was  not  in  such  heathen  nonsense,  but  in  the 
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God  of  Israel.  Before  Him  he  prostrated  himself,  and  said,  "  O 
Lord  my  God,  I  pray  thee,  let  this  child's  soul  come  into  him 
again."  (1  Kings  xvii.  22.)  When  Hezekiah  was  sick,  we 
read  not  that  he  sent  for  an  approved  amulet,  but  that  "  He 
turned  his  face  towards  the  wall,  and  prayed  unto  the  Lord." 
Not  charms,  but  faith  and  prayer,  are  the  amulets  of  the 
Old  Testament,  and  also  of  the  New.  The  Lord  Jesus  Christ 
wrought  many  miracles  of  healing,  and  multitudes  of  sick 
people  applied  to  him  for  relief,  but  he  never  directed  them  to 
amulets  in  order  to  attain  it.  His  direction  is,  "Be  not  afraid, 
only  believe."  (Mark  v.  36.)  His  disciples  also  wrought  great 
miracles  on  the  sick,  but  not  by  amulets.  Their  confession 
is  "  His  name,  through  faith  in  his  name,  hath  given  him  this 
perfect  soundness  in  the  presence  of  you  all."  (Acts  iii.  16.) 
Apd  their  command  is,  not  to  wear  amulets,  but  to  pray.  "  Is 
any  sick  among  you  ?  Let  him  call  for  the  elders  of  the 
Church  ;  and  let  them  pray  over  him,  anointing  him  with  oil  in 
the  name  of  the  Lord ;  and  the  prayer  of  faith  shall  save  the 
sick,  and  the  Lord  shall  raise  him  "up  ;  and  if  he  have  com 
mitted  sins  they  shall  be  forgiven  him.  The  effectual  fervent 
prayer  of  a  righteous  man  availeth  much.  Elias  was  a  man 
subject  to  like  passions  as  we  are,  and  he  prayed  earnestly  that 
it  might  not  rain,  and  it  rained  not  on  the  earth  by  the  space 
of  three  years  and  six  months.  And  he  prayed  again,  and  the 
heaven  gave  rain,  and  the  earth  brought  forth  her  fruit." 
(James  v.  13 — 18.)  This  is  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Testament, 
exactly  agreeing  with  that  of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  so  that 
you  need  not  fear  that  Christianity  will  lead  you  to  heathen 
ism  :  on  the  contrary,  it  will  lead  you  back  from  the  heathen 
ism  of  magic  and  astrology,  arid  amulets,  to  the  God  of  Israel. 

But  there  is  another  feature  in  this  doctrine  concerning 
amulets,  which  must  not  be.  overlooked,  and  that  is  that  the 
manufacture  of  amulets  may  be  made  a  mere  trade  for  col 
lecting  the  money  of  the  credulous.  If  a  man  get  a  reputation 
as  an  approved  manufacturer,  the  believers  in  the  oral  law  will 
naturally  apply  to  him  in  case  of  sickness,  or  other  circum 
stances,  where  amulets  are  of  service,  and  of  course  the  remedy 
is  not  to  be  had  for  nothing.  We  have  known  and  heard  of  suck 
things  both  in  the  west  and  in  the  east.  And  thus  the  poor 
Israelites  are  led  away  from  the  God  of  Israel,  and  induced,  as 
the  prophet  says,  "  To  spend  their  money  for  that  which  is  not 
bread,  and  their  labour  for  that  which  satisfteth  not."  But  what 
a  testimony  does  this  whole  doctrine  furnish  to  the  conduct  and 
the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  ?  His  <n>Cat  endeavour  was 
to  show  the  apostacy  of  the  oral  law,  and  to  lead  the  people 
back  from  tradition  to  the  Holy  Scriptures.  Was  he  right  or 
was  he  wrong  ?  Which  is  the  religion,  of  the  oral  law  or  of 
the  New  Testament,  most  agreeable  to  the  religion  revealed  to 
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Moses  and  the  prophets.  Is  the  practice  of  magic  a  Mosaic 
doctrine  ?  Is  permission  to  hold  converse  with  evil  demons 
a  Mosaic  doctrine  ?  Is  astrology  a  Mosaic  doctrine  ?  Is  the 
manufacture  of  amulets  and  charms  a  Mosaic  doctrine  ?  No  ; 
they  are  all  directly  opposed  to  the  doctrine  and  command 
ments  of  Moses,  and  the  practice  of  all  the  holy  men  of  old. 
Are  these  things  doctrines  of  the  oral  law  ?  Yes.  Are  they 
the  doctrines  of  the  New  Testament  ?  No.  Christians  are  taught 
to  abstain  from  all  such  things.  Then  in  this,  at  least,  Chris 
tianity  is  more  like  Mosaism.  How  long  will  the  Jews  suffer 
themselves  to  be  thus  deluded  and  imposed  upon  ?  Many  are 
perhaps  ignorant  of  the  details  of  that  system  which  they  pro 
fess,  but  such  ignorance  is  highly  culpable.  If  men  profess  a  re 
ligion  they  ought  to  know  what  it  is,  and  what  are  its  doctrines, 
and  what  the  practices  which  it  prescribes.  Modern  Judaism 
teaches,  as  the  truth  of  God,  all  these  heathenish  notions  and 
practices  ;  it  is  time,  then,  for  the  Jews  to  inquire  whether  this 
be  the  true  religion  in  which  they  have  continued  for  so  many 
centuries,  and  if  not,  to  stand  in  the  ways  and  ask  for  the  old 
paths.  It  is  a  vain  thing  for  a  few  individuals  of  the  nation 
to  attempt  to  deny  that  these  superstitions  are  an  essential 
portion  of  modern  Judaism.  As  long  as  the  oral  law  is  ac 
knowledged  to  be  of  Divine  authority,  that  oral  law  must  itself 
be  taken  as  the  witness  for  its  own  doctrines,  and  the  standard 
of  the  modern  Jewish  religion.  There  is  no  possible  middle 
course :  either  Jews  must  altogether  and  publicly  renounce  the 
Talmud  as  false,  superstitious,  and  heathenish,  or  they  must 
be  content  to  be  regarded  in  one  of  two  characters,  either  as  its 
faithful  disciples,  who  believe  all  it  says,  or  as  timid  men- 
pleasers,  who  are  afraid  to  confess  the  truth  of  God,  or  to  pro 
test  against  the  errors  of  man,  lest  they  should  suffer  some 
worldly  loss  or  inconvenience.  But  is  it  possible  that  cowards, 
in  the  cause  of  God,  should  be  found  amongst  the  people  of 
Gideon,  who  stood  boldly  against  the  idolatry  of  a  whole  city, 
and  overthrew  the  altar  of  Baal,  or  amongst  the  offspring  of 
Hananiah,  Mishael,  and  Azariah,  who  dared  a  fiery  furnace,  or 
amidst  the  countrymen  of  Daniel  who  trembled  not  at  the  view 
of  the  lion's  den  ?  No,  we  will  rather  believe  that  all  the  Jews 
are  still  bigoted  Talmudists,  and  that  when  they  cease  to  be, 
they  will  come  forward  with  the  spirit  of  their  fathers  and 
the  strength  of  their  God  to  vindicate  the  truth. 
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CHARMS. 

BOTH  Jew  and  Gentile  will  agree  that  true  religion  is  the 
fear  of  the  Lord,  but  the  difficulty  is  how  are  we  to  know 
it,  and  what  are  the  marks  that  will  help  us  to  distinguish 
the  true  from  the  false  ?  The  Word  of  God  gives  many,  of 
which  at  present  we  select  this  one  : — 

:  T?  ns-^  ncDn  mps-i 

"  The  fear  of  the  Lord  is  the  beginning  of  wisdom." 
(Psalm  cxi.  10.)  True  religion,  as  the  Bible  teaches,  does 
not  only  better  the  heart,  but  also  improves  the  under 
standing  ;  whereas  false  religion  not  only  corrupts,  but  also 
makes  its  votaries  foolish.  This  is  the  uniform  representation 
of  the  Bible,  and  thus  we  read  of  true  religion,  "  The  law 
of  the  Lord  is  perfect,  converting  the  soul :  the  testimony  of 
the  Lord  is  sure,  making  wise  the  simple."  (Psalm  xix.  7.) 
And  again,  the  wisest  of  men  says,  "  Then  shalt  thou  under 
stand  righteousness,  judgment,  and  equity  ;  yea,  every  good 
path.  When  wisdom  entercth  into  thine  heart,  and  know 
ledge  is  pleasant  to  thy  soul,  discretion  shall  preserve  thee, 
understanding  shall  keep  thee."  (Prov.  ii.  9 — 11.)  The 
votaries  of  false  religion  are,  on  the  contrary',  described  as 
devoid  of  all  wisdom.  "  They  are  altogether  brutish  and 
foolish  ;  the  stock  is  a  doctrine  of  vanities."  (Jer.  x.  8.) 
And  again,  "  None  considereth  in  his  heart,  neither  is  there 
knowledge  nor  understanding  to  say,  I  have  burned  part 
of  it  in  the  fire  ;  yea,  also,  I  have  baked  bread  on  the  coals 
thereof ;  I  have  roasted  flesh  and  eaten  it ;  and  shall  I  make 
the  residue  thereof  an  abomination  ?  Shall  I  fall  down  to 
the  stock  of  a  tree  ?  He  feedeth  on  ashes  ;  a  deceived  heart 
hath  turned  him  aside,  that  he  cannot  deliver  his  soul,  nor 
say,  Is  there  not  a  lie  in  my  right  hand  ?  "  (Isaiah  xliv.  19, 
20.)  According  to  these  passages  of  Scripture,  wisdom  is  a 
test  of  true  religion,  and  folly  of  a  false  one,  let  us  then 
apply  this  test  to  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  does  it  com 
mend  itself  to  the  understanding  by  its  wisdom,  and  the 
wisdom  of  its  teachers  ?  It  is  true,*  that  it  speaks  well  01 
itself,  and  calls  all  its  doctors  a^E^n  "  Wise  men,"  but  the 
chapter  on  amulets,  quite  fresh  in  the  memory  of  our  readers, 
excites  some  doubts"  upon  the  subject,  though  of  these  we 
consider  only  the  theory.  The  histories,  which  the  Talmud 
gives  of  the  Rabbinical  practice  with  regard  to  such  charms, 
lead  to  the  inevitable  conclusion  that  wisdom  is  not  one  of 
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the  characteristics  of  the  oral  law.      Take  for  example  the 
following  direction  to  stop  a  bleeding  at  the  nose  : — 


Nttb^E  E?TS  ^rvb  sb  ^si  3na»b  ^b  mb 
sb  ^si  snafcb  ^pDio  in  sb^tp  *tt  sas  mb 
Nan  ^bf  rato  *p3  ^n  ^bi  csta  ^n  mb  ni 
sbtpsi  snDEDSi  snpr  mmb  sb  w 

sots-iipi  sp^ 


sai^pn  bm^ai  sbn^ 
sbtsi  D^n  nas  nmb  sb 
-rrn  SDsa 


nn 

n-n^i  srton  t^^tD^i  S-I^VT  snb"»na 
i  M"n   ^n^3i  wnna   snin  mrpb  sb 
os^b 


"  For  a  bleeding  at  the  nose,  let  a  man  be  brought  who 
is  a  priest,  and  whose  name  is  Levi,  and  let  him  write  the 
word  Levi  backwards.  If  this  cannot  be  done,  get  a  layman, 
and  let  him  write  the  following  words  backwards  :  —  'Ana  pipi 
Shila  bar  Sumki;'  *  or  let  him  write  these  words,  '  Taam  dli 
bemi  keseph,  taam  li  bcmi  paggan;'  f  or  let  him  take  a  root 
of  grass,  and  the  cord  of  an  old  bed,  and  paper  and  saffron, 
and  the  red  part  of  the  inside  of  a  palm  tree,  and  let  him 
burn  them  together,  and  let  him  take  some  wool,  and  twist 
two  threads,  and  let  him  dip  them  in  vinegar,  and  then 
roll  them  in  the  ashes,  and  put  them  into  his  nose.  Or  let 
him  look  out  for  a  small  stream  of  water  that  flows  from 
east  to  west,  and  let  Mm  go  and  stand  with  one  leg  on  each 
side  of  it,  and  let  him  take  with  his  right  hand  some  mud 
from  under  his  left  foot,  and  with  his  left  hand  from  under 
his  right  foot,  and  let  him  twist  two  threads  of  wool,  and  dip 
them  in  the  mud,  and  put  them  into  his  nostrils.  Or  let  him 
be  placed  under  a  spout,  and  let  water  be  brought  and  poured 
upon  him,  and  let  them  say,  '  As  this  water  ceases  to  now, 
so  let  the  blood  of  M.,  the  son  of  the  woman  N.,  also  cease.'  " 
(Gittin,  fol.  69,  col.  1.)  Now  we  ask  any  Jew  of  common 
sense,  whether  this  passage  savours  most  of  wisdom  or  folly  ? 

*  The  only  explanation  which  Rashi  gives  of  these  words  is  «T 
is  a  chann." 

t  «1H    ten?  "  It  is  a  charm."—  Rashi. 
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Vinegar  and  water  may  be  very  useful  in  such  a  case,  or  even 
mud,  if  used  in  sufficient  quantity,  might  stop  up  the  nose, 
and  therefore  stop  the  bleeding  too,  but  what  manner  of  benefit 
can  proceed  from  the  word  Levi  written  backwards,  or  from 
those  words  which  Rashi  pronounces  to  be  magical  ?  Why  is 
the  mud  of  water  flowing  from  east  to  west  more  efficacious, 
and  why  is  it  to  be  taken  with  the  right  hand  from  under 
the  left  foot,  and  with  the  left  hand  from  under  the  right 
foot  ?  Plainly  because  the  authors  of  this  passage  thought 
there  was  some  charm  or  magic  power,  and  their  minds  were 
so  overpowered  by  superstition,  as  to  lead  them  to  disregard 
the  plain  words  of  Moses  forbidding  all  magic.  It  cannot  be 
pretended  that  this  is  a  rare  case,  the  Talmud  abounds  in  such 
remedies,  all  equally  wise.  For  instance,  take  the  following 
mode  of  treatment  for  the  scratch  or  bite  of  a  mad  dog  :  — 

VQ  nttittf  nbm  nttS3  O'nrn  ntz?»n  pm  "on 
bs  ib  mitt  insn  mrrno  rasi  ^taia  vrni  rnna 
nni3  PIS  n^ttis  arn 


crips  itts  m  ^in  ^stttt  /  ^£273  iVip 


rvntr?  nm  nn  ins     siEtm   t  in 
-am  rrbepDb   in^au  fr-o^s 


m:i  ^m 

^s»  proa 

in    rpn  r\n  rtr'in^  n-n  nnn 
\ntt^p  n^s  t^mi  n^snb  in3^nbty  sp 
n^n:pn  ^stt  n^sia  n  b  n^3T  n^brn  rvnn 


N32TD  snn^-n  scsi  sn^ns  sn^bs  -a  s^bD  s:s 
i3p  *n3p  nb  "n^si  oii^bp  ^n3n  vra  ibi? 
*in3^nbti73i  nbo  s  s  nisns  'n  n^  rr 


n3i  snisnn 
sbs  ^ntpb  sb  SND  ^na?  ^  sntf 

nn  s^b-r 

Kin  snn»  nn  snsi  sn 
:  snmi  snnin 


"  Tne  rabbies  have  handed  down  the  tradition,  that  there 
are  five  things  to  be  observed  of  a  mad  dog  :  his  mouth  is 
open,  his  saliva  flows,  his  ears  hang  down,  his  tail  is  between 
his  legs,  and  he  goes  by  the  sides  of  the  ways.  Some  say 
also,  that  he  barks,  but  his  voice  is  not  heard.  What  is  the 
K 
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cause  of  his  madness  ?  Rav  says,  it  proceeds  from  this,  that 
the  witches  are  making  their  sport  with  him.  Samuel  says, 
it  is  an  evil  spirit  that  rests  upon  him.  What  is  the  dif 
ference  ?  The  difference  is  this,  that  in  the  latter  case  he  is 
to  be  killed  by  some  missile  weapon.  The  tradition  *  agrees 
with  Samuel,  for  it  says,  In  killing  him  no  other  mode  is  to  be 
used  but  the  casting  of  some  missile  weapon.  If  a  mad  dog 
scratch  any  one,  he  is  in  danger ;  but  if  he  bite  him  he  will  die. 
In  case  of  a  scratch  there  is  danger  ;  what  then  is  the  remedy  ? 
Let  the  man  cast  off  his  clothes  and  run  away.  Ilav  Huna, 
the  son  of  Ilav  Joshua,  was  once  scratched  in  the  street  by  one 
of  them  ;  he  immediately  cast  off  his  clothes  and  ran  away. 
He  also  says,  I  fulfilled  in  myself  those  wrords,  *  Wisdom 
givcth  life  to  them  that  have  it.'  (Eccles.  vii.  12.)  In  case  of 
a  bite  the  man  will  die ;  what  then  is  the  remedy  ?  Abai 
says,  He  must  take  the  skin  of  a  male  adder,  and  write  upon 
it  these  words,  '  I,  M.,  the  son  of  the  wToman  N.,  upon  the 
skin  of  a  male  adder,  I  write  against  thee,  Kanti,  Kanti, 
Klirus.'  Some  say,  '  Kandi,  Kandi,  Klurus,  Jah,  Jah,  Lord  of 
Hosts,  Amen,  Amen,  Selah.'  Let  him  also  cast  off  his  clothes, 
and  bury  them  in  the  grave-yard  for  twelve  months  of  the 
year ;  then  let  him  take  them  "up  and  burn  them  in  an  oven, 
and  let  him  scatter  the  ashes  at  the  parting  of  the  roads.  But 
during  these  twelve  months  of  the  year,  when  he  drinks  water, 
let  him  drink  out  of  nothing  but  a  brass  tube,  lest  he  should  see 
the  phantom-form  of  the  demon  and  be  endangered.  This  was 
tried  by  Abba,  the  son  of  Martha,  who  is  the  same  as  Abba, 
the  son  of  Manjumi.  His  mother  made  a  golden  tube  for  him." 
(Joma,  fol.  83,  col.  1.)  This  is  a  very  plain  case  of  the  use  of 
an  amulet  and  of  magic,  but  whether  it  be  a  proof  of  profound 
wisdom  we  leave  to  the  judgment  of  the  reader.  What  good 
can  the  poor  man  get  from  certain  words  written  on  the  skin 
of  a  male  adder  ?  or  from  first  burying  and  then  burning  his 
clothes,  and  scattering  the  ashes  on  the  cross-roads  ?  It  cannot 
be  pretended  that  this  is  medical  treatment,  and  still  less  that 
it  is  the  treatment  commanded  by  the  Word  of  God.  If  it  had 
pleased  God  to  command  all  this,  we  should  not  only  submit, 
but  gladly  recommend  this  recipe  in  every  similar  case.  To 
God  Almighty  no  man  can  prescribe.  He  chooses  what  means 
he  pleases,  and  may  do  so  because  his  omnipotence  can 
render  them  effectual.  He  healed  the  Israelites  bitten  by 
the  fiery  serpents  by  the  sight  of  the  brazen  image,  and 
he  cured  Naaman's  leprosy  by  bathing  in  the  waters  of 
Jordan.  Whatever  then  be  the  means  which  He  prescribes, 
our  highest  wisdom  is  to  make  use  of  them.  But  as  he  has 
not  prescribed  the  means  recommended  by  the  Talmud,  but 

*  The  Bareitha. 
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forbidden  them  in  his  general  prohibition  of  magic,  we  must 
say  that  the  man  who  uses  them  has  bid  adieu  to  all  true 
wisdom.  No  wonder,  then,  if  his  own  inventions  are  stamped 
with  folly.  But  what  will  our  readers  think  of  the  cause  of 
the  canine  madness  here  assigned  ?  "  Rav  says,  It  proceeds 
from  the  witches  who  are  making  their  sport  with  him.  Samuel 
says,  It  is  an  evil  spirit  that  rests  upon  him."  Rav  believed, 
then,  that  God,  whose  mercies  are  over  all  his  works,  allows 
wicked  women  to  torment  his  creatures,  and  to  inflict 
upon  them  a  dreadful  malady  to  make  sport  for  themselves. 
Is  this  wise,  is  it  according  to  Scripture  ?  This  is  the  doctrine 
of  the  oral  law ;  and  if  Jesus  of  Nazareth  had  not  protested 
against  it,  and  taught  a  true  doctrine  by  asserting  the  truth 
of  Scripture,  this  would  be  the  universal  doctrine  and  practice 
of  the  Jews.  Whoever  believes  the  Talmud,  must  believe  in 
this  and  all  the  other  follies  which  it  contains.  "Whoever 
rejects  these  things,  confesses  that  the  Talmud  contains  what 
is  false  and  foolish,  and  thereby  shakes  or  rather  overthrows 
its  authority.  Some  person  will  perhaps  say  that  similar 
superstitions  and  follies  have  been  found  amongst  Christians. 
We  grant  that  this  has  been  the  case  wherever  Christians  have 
departed  from  the  written  Word  of  God,  but  can  anything 
similar  be  found  in  the  New  Testament?  That  book  is  our 
standard  of  Christianity.  As  you  say  that  the  oral  law  is  of 
divine  authority,  we  say  that  the  New  Testament  is  of  divine 
authority.  We  point  out  to  you  these  follies,  not  in  individual 
Jews,  but  in  your  book  of  authority.  If  you  would  make  out 
a  parallel  case,  you  must  do  the  same.  But  you  cannot.  The 
New  Testament  has  nothing  of  the  kind ;  and  it  is  for  you  to 
explain  how  this  happens  that  the  New  Testament,  which  you 
believe  to  be  false,  is  entirely  free  from  every  thing  of  the  kind. 
Further,  we  ask  every  right-minded  Israelite,  whether  he 
is  not  shocked  at  that  profanation  of  the  reverend  and  hol^ 
names  of  God  which  is  here  not  only  countenanced  but 
prescribed.  What  can  a  devout  Jew  think  either  of  the  man 
or  the  book  that  tells  us  to  write  the  names, 

:  msns  mm  m  m 

"  Jah,  Jah,  the  Lord  of  Hosts,"  by  the  side  of  such 
nonsense  as  Kanti,  Kanti,  Klurus  ?  Would  he  say  that  this 
is  consistent  with  true  religion  ?  And  yet  this  profane  use 
of  the  name  of  God  for  magical  purposes,  is  not  rare  in  the 
Talmud.  The  following  is  another  instance  : — 

sbn  ^sn   i  NE>  >rnna  ^b  wna?«  nm 
Nrmvn   s-nrn   srprns   *o   nnrva 
mrw  -KPN  mns  mbs  ,T»prn  snnbsn  mb 

E  2 
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nm  -IEN  rr*3i  nbo  p«  p«  niwns  rr  m 
nsn  nbn  sbnb  sbn  ?m  NEP  vnns  '•b 
pnm  117  sb:  p^b-n  «miHn  p^bTN  mn 


TD  p^bi  ^si 

npntr?  \Tnn  nrrnnb  sbp  wb2  mb 
pis  b"«  rnnssi  s:w  ^n^-r  n^ntta 
TUSH  n^S22?  ^nnr  sbi  sbn  s^in  sbn 
iVnn  sb  ^as^  cs  rr  cisa 
wbi  cbir  pn  c^ 


"  Rabbah  says,  They  that  go  down  to  the  sea  have  told 
me,  that  when  a  wave  is  going  to  overwhelm  a  ship,  sparks 
of  white  light  are  seen  on  its  head.  But  if  we  strike  it 
with  a  staff  on  which  are  graved  the  words,  '  I  am  that  I 
am,  Jah,  Lord  of  Hosts,  Amen,  Amen,  Selah,'  it  subsides. 
They  that  go  down  to  the  sea  have  told  me,  that  the  distance 
between  one  wave  and  another,  is  three  hundred  miles.  It 
happened  once  that  we  were  making  a  voyage,  and  we  raised 
a  wave  until  we  saw  the  resting-place  of  the  least  of  all 
the  stars.  It  was  large  enough  to  sow  forty  bushels  of 
mustard  seed,  and  if  we  had  raised  it  more  we  should  have 
been  burned  by  the  vapour  of  the  star.  One  wave  raised  its 
voice  and  called  to  its  companion,  O,  companion,  hast  thou 
left  anything  in  the  world  that  thou  hast  not  overflowed? 
Come,  and  let  us  destroy  it.  It  replied,  Come  and  see  the 
power  of  thy  Lord.  I  could  not  overpass  the  sand  even  a 
hair's-breadth,  for  it  is  written,  '  Fear  ye  not  me  ?  saith  the 
Lord:  will  ye  not  tremble  at  my  presence,  which  have 
placed  the  sand  for  the  bound  of  the  sea,  by  a  perpetual 
decree  that  it  cannot  pass  it?'  (Jer.  v.  22.)"  (Bava  Bathra, 
fol.  73,  col.  1.  )  Here  is  the  same  profanation  of  the  peculiar 
and  holy  names  of  God?  it  is  to  be  engraved  on  a  staff 
either  to  lay  or  to  raise  the  waves.  But  besides  the  pro 
fanity,  just  consider  the  folly  of  this  whole  story.  In  the 
first  place,  it  ascribes  to  men,  no  matter  whether  they  are 
good  or  wicked,  absolute  power  over  the  waves  of  the  sea. 
Anybody  can  engrave  those  names  of  God  upon  a  staff, 
anybody  can  use  the  staff  to  strike  the  sea,  and  thus  a 
wicked  man,  without  either  faith,  fear,  or  love  of  God,  may 
make  and  use  an  instrument  which  almost  invests  him  with 
omnipotence.  Is  it  possible  that  any  son  of  Israel  can  be  so 
credulous  as  to  believe  such  manifest  absurdity  ?  But  this 
story  reminds  us  again  of  the  utter  disregard  of  truth  which 
characterises  the  Talmud.  Here  we  are  told  that,  by  power 
of  this  magic  staff,  a  wave  was  raised  so  high  as  to  enable 
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those  travellers  to  see  the  resting-place  of  the  smallest  of  all 
the  stars,  and  that  so  distinctly,  too,  as  to  be  able  to  make 
a  good  guess  at  its  measure/  The  slightest  knowledge  of 
modern  astronomy  is  sufficient  to  show  not  only  the  impro 
bability,  but  the  utter  impossibility  of  anything  of  the  kind. 
The  least  of  the  stars  visible  to  the  naked  eye  is  at  an  almost 
immeasurable  distance  from  the  earth,  so  as  to  make  it 
perfectly  ludicrous  to  talk  of  a  wave  being  raised  to  such  a 
height.  All  the  water  on  the  face  of  the  globe  would  be  far 
from  sufficient  for  the  formation  of  one  such  wave.  But  the 
Talmud  intimates  that  they  had  the  power  of  raising  it  still 
higher,  and  were  prevented  only  by  the  fear  of  being  scorched. 
But  the  Talmud  is  not  satisfied  with  these  wonders,  it  goes 
on  to  describe  a  conversation  between  two  waves.  The  com 
mentator,  who  evidently  believed  every  word  of  the  story, 
suggest  that  this  conversation  was  carried  on  by  the  angels 
presiding  over  the  waves. 

ninn  SDaiiD  p2!£  -i»ibD  ibip  jna  sb:j  rrb  wi 
:  an  cmbr  n^iE^n  D'osbE  sBtzn  /  s-np  mnn  bs 

•'  The  wave  lifted  up  his  voice,  that  is,  it  cried,  and  so  we 
find,  '  Deep  calleth  unto  deep.'  And  perhaps  this  means  the 
angels  who  were  set  over  them."  The  commentator,  it  ap 
pears,  had  no  doubt  of  the  truth  of  the  story,  and  how 
should  he  have,  if  he  believed  in  the  Divine  authority  of 
the  Talmud  ?  But  we  ask  our  readers  do  they  believe  this 
story — and  if  they  do  not,  why  not?  Because  it  is  too 
absurd,  and  too  far  beyond  the  bounds  of  possibility.  Can, 
then,  a  book  that  swarms  with  similar  accounts  be  from 
God  ?  By  what  means  did  all  these  things  about  magic, 
astrology,  amulets,  magical  cures,  and  staves,  get  into  the 
Talmud  ?  No  doubt  they  were  put  in  by  the  authors. 
Either,  then,  the  authors  believed  in  all  these  things,  or 
they  did  not.  If  they  did  not  believe  in  them,  then  they 
were  evidently  bad  men,  who  deliberately  wrote  falsehood. 
But  if  they  did  believe  these  things,  then,  though  not 
guilty  of  wilful  falsehood,  they  were  credulous,  superstitious 
persons,  who  had  no  clear  idea  of  the  religion  of  Moses  and 
the  prophets  ;  and  in  either  case  they  are  most  unsafe  guides 
in  religion.  It  is  for  the  Jews  of  the  present  day  to  consider 
whether  they  will  still  adhere  to  a  system  that  involves  the 
belief  of  so  many  incredibilities  and  sanctions  the  profanation 
of  the  names  of  God  for  the  purposes  of  magic.  Eighteen 
centuries  are  surely  long  enough  to  have  remained  in  such 
thick  darkness.  Those  who  have  been  brought  up  in  such 
a  system  ought  now,  at  least,  to  arise  and  ask  what  have 
they  and  their  forefathers  been  about  all  this  while  ?  And 
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how  it  is  that  the  New  Testament,  which  they  have  rejected, 
is  entirely  free  from  such  deformities  ?  Something  has  been 
decidedly  wrong,  or  the  chosen  people  of  God  could  not  have 
remained  so  long  in  captivity,  unheeded  and  unhelped  by  the 
Holy  One  of  Israel.  An  exhibition  of  the  doctrines  of  the 
oral  law  explains  the  cause.  Israel  has  departed  from  the 
religion  of  Moses,  and  pertinaciously  adhered  to  a  system 
compounded  of  human  inventions,  and  idolatrous  heathenism. 
They  call  Moses  their  master,  and  say  that  the  oral  law  is 
derived  from  him,  but  if  we  may  from  the  work,  form  a 
conjecture  about  the  author,  it  is  much  more  probably  a 
tradition  from  the  magicians  of  Egypt  or  the  witch  of  Endor. 
And  if  it  had  been  handed  down  as  such — if  the  Israelites 
had  presented  the  Talmud  to  the  world  and  their  posterity 
as  part  of  the  heavy  yoke  of  Egypt,  we  should  not  have 
been  astonished  at  the  universality  of  its  reception.  But 
that  Israel  should  ever  have  been  so  far  imposed  upon,  as 
to  believe  that  Moses  or  the  prophets  ever  had  anything  to 
do  with  the  oral  law  appears  almost  inexplicable.  However 
unwilling  one  may  be  to  apply  to  fellow-sinners  any  prophecy 
that  contains  a  denunciation  of  God's  wrath,  one  cannot  help 
asking,  was  it  of  this  that  the  prophet  said,  "  The  Lord 
hath  poured  out  upon  you  the  spirit  of  deep  sleep,  and  hath 
closed  your  eyes ;  the  prophets  and  your  rulers  the  seers  hath 
he  covered.  And  the  vision  of  all  is  become  unto  you  as 
the  words  of  a  book  that  is  sealed,  which  men  deliver  to  one 
that  is  learned,  saying,  read  this,  I  pray  thee ;  and  he  saith, 
I  cannot,  for  it  is  sealed :  and  the  book  is  delivered  to 
him  that  is  not  learned,  saying,  Read  this,  I  pray  thee,  and 
he  saith,  I  am  not  learned."  (Isaiah  xxix.  10 — 12.)  This 
question  is,  however,  far  more  important  to  Israel  than  to  us, 
and  to  them  we  leave  the  answer.  Some  will  still  persist 
in  the  assertion  that  this  heathenish  compound  is  the  highest 
wisdom.  The  great  majority  of  the  nation  is  devoted  to  the 
Talmud,  which  is  still  the  cistern  whence  the  svnagogues 
endeavour  to  draw  the  waters  of  life.  The  multitude  does 
it  in  ignorance,  they  are,  therefore,  not  so  culpable.  But 
there  are  many  that  know  better,  what  then  is  the  reason 
that  they  do  not  strain  every  nerve  to  deliver  their  brethren  ? 
These  few  do  not  suffer  the  oral  law  to  interfere  either  with 
their  business  or  their  convenience.  They  profane  the  Sabbath, 
eat  Gentile  food,  cany  on  their  business  on  feasts  and  fes 
tivals.  If  they  do  all  this  on  principle,  why  not  protest 
against  error  ?  Is  it  because  they  are  indifferent  to  the 
welfare  of  their  brethren  ?  If  indifference  be  the  only  fruit 
of  this  intellectual  progress,  instead  of  rising  above,  they 
have  sunk  below  superstition  itself. 
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IF  men  would  only  employ  in  religion  a  little  of  that 
common  sense  and  earnestness,  which  they  find  so  necessary 
for  the  affairs  of  this  life,  they  would  by  God's  blessing  soon 
arrive  at  the  truth.  For  example,  if  the  father  of  a  family 
should  find,  that  by  following  the  advice  of  a  physician, 
sickness  and  death  were  constant  guests,  he  would  soon  look 
out  for  another  ;  and  he  would  be  much  quickened  in  his 
measures,  if  this  physician's  counsel  had  produced  the  same 
results  in  the  house  of  his  father  and  his  grandfather.  He 
would  not  think  it  any  shame,  under  such  circumstances,  to 
change  his  father's  physician  for  another  ;  on  the  contrary, 
he  would  think,  and  most  men  would  agree  with  him,  that 
it  would  be  both  a  sin  and  a  shame  to  retain  him.  Now 
let  Israel  make  the  application  to  their  spiritual  physicians. 
the  Scribes,  Pharisees,  and  llabbies.  For  many  centuries  they 
have  punctually  followed  their  advice,  and  the  consequence 
has  been  one  misfortune  after  another,  and  centuries  of 
exile  from  the  land  which  God  gave  to  their  fathers  ;  the 
very  contrary  of  that  which  God  has  promised.  God  has 
said,  if  the  Jews  will  obey  the  religion  of  Moses,  that  they 
shall  be  restored  to  their  land.  "  It  shall  come  to  pass  .  .  . 
if  thou  shalt  return  unto  the  Lord  thy  God,  and  shalt  obey 
his  voice  according  to  all  that  I  command  thee  this  day, 
thou  and  thy  children,  with  all  thy  heart  and  with  all  thy 
soul ;  that  then  the  Lord  thy  God  will  turn  thy  captivity, 
and  have  compassion  upon  thee,  and  will  return  and  gather 
thee  from  all  nations,"  &c.  (Deut.  xxx.  2,  3.)  The  Jews 
have  obeyed  the  commands  of  the  rabbies,  and  have  not 
been  gathered ;  what  is  the  conclusion  ?  Either  that  God's 
promise  has  failed,  which  is  impossible,  or  that  the  religion  of 
the  rabbies  is  not  the  religion  of  Moses.  Such  is  the  inevitable 
conclusion  from  the  words  of  Moses  and  the  facts  of  the  case  ; 
let  it  then  lead  the  sufferers  to  examine  the  religion  which 
they  have  hitherto  professed.  A  very  little  examination  will 
convince  any  reasonable  man,  that  it  is  a  fearful  corruption  of 
divine  truth,  a  compilation  made  by  men  who  professed  to  be 
astrologers  and  magicians.  Let  not  the  Jews  think  that  our 
opinion  is  the  result  of  prejudice.  It  has  been  deliberately 
formed  on  evidence  furnished  by  the  oral  law  itself.  If  we  are 
wrong,  let  the  rabbies  prove  the  contrary.  Let  them,  for 
example,  explain  the  following  law  of  modern  Judaism. 

r  annbb  nm»  terra  is  mr  i2 
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inb     tnbi  inn  r^b  "HD  nnrcn 


b^sin  oibD  Vsnft  -mn  VSIB  ^  by  *)« 
inn  *ptan  sb^  HD  ib  vrnn  sin 

"  If  any  person  be  bitten  by  a  scorpion  or  a  serpent,  it  is 
lawful  to  charm  the  place  of  the  bite,  even  on  the  Sabbath-day, 
in  order  to  quiet  his  mind,  and  to  encourage  his  heart,  although 
it  is  a  thing  utterly  profitless.  Because  the  man  is  in  danger, 
they  have  pronounced  this  lawful  for  him  that  his  mind  may 
not  be  distracted."  (Hilchoth  Accum.  c.  xi.  11.)  Here  the 
rabbies  have  allowed  what  God  has  absolutely  forbidden.  The 
men  who  profess  such  reverence  for  the  Sabbath  allow  it  to  be 
profaned  by  magic,  which  is  one  of  the  works  of  the  devil. 
llambam,  whose  words  we  have  just  quoted,  felt  that  it  was 
both  wicked  and  foolish,  and  has  therefore  endeavoured  to 
furnish  an  excuse,  saying  that  it  is  of  no  use,  and  is  only 
allowed  to  quiet  the  mind  of  the  sufferer.  But  that  does  not 
alter  the  unlawfulness.  Besides,  what  sort  of  opinion  could 
llambam  and  the  rabbies  have  had  of  the  Jews,  when  they  say 
that  magic  is  permitted  in  order  to  quiet  their  minds  ?  They 
evidently  supposed  that  the  Jews  were  a  weak  and  superstitious 
people,  who  believed  so  firmly  in  charms,  that  the  use  of  them 
would  quiet  the  mind  ;  and  so  ignorant  or  careless  about  God's 
commandments,  that  they  could  be  comforted  by  their  trans 
gressions.  The  excuse,  therefore,  only  makes  the  case  worse. 
It  takes  for  granted  that  the  professors  of  the  oral  law  are 
ignorant  and  superstitious  ;  and  then  to  quiet  their  minds 
allows  the  transgression  of  the  law  of  Moses,  and  that  on  the 
Sabbath-day.  But  this  excuse  is  altogether  Rambam's  in 
vention.  The  original  passage  in  the  Talmud  says  nothing 
about  quieting  the  man's  mind,  it  simply  says  —  • 

n^ra  ni^nb  ^t&nibi 

"  It  is  lawful  to  charm  serpents  and  scorpions  on  the  Sab 
bath-day."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  101,  col.  1.)  And  Rashi's  com 
mentary  on  the  passage  — 


"  That  they  may  not  do  injury."  This  man,  then,  who  spent 
his  life  in  the  study  of  the  Talmud,  knew  nothing  of  Rambam's 
apology.  He  plainly  believed  that  by  charming  serpents  on 
the  Sabbath,  they  might  be  prevented  from  doing  harm,  and 
that  on  this  account,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  quieting  the 
mind,  they  were  permitted  so  to  do.  This  was  also  the  opinion 
of  that  famous  expounder  of  Jewish  law,  the  Baal  Turim,  for 
after  quoting  Rambam's  words,  he  adds  :  — 
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~ianb   "initt  a^py  is  trna  i^ns 

by  rornbn  ca*a£-in  ana  imT  Nbu?  ^a  trnbb 


Yin  by  s-iipn  pi  minn  JB  piD£  snipm  na^n 
sb  ]£pn  by  ^b^n  is  n'D  PPSE  is  nya^  sbttt 
sa  cane?  sbs  c^raai  rman  bbsa  cnttt  nnb 
nsiD"i  mm  ^a-r  pEnrtp  mina  rmcian 
by  trniba  spn  an"5  ^*-n  rc£:n  nsisi  sbs  ?rsi 
ib  ^sitf  Hin  mis  ppini  t^w  cir?  -^attti  nasn 
^bia  -i^n  sb  ppin  i^^s  cs  bas  san  nbiyb  pbn 
rra^n  by  pics  rarnba  H^S  SIID^S  in^i  ^sn 
27^  csi  i  &KW  ntz?  main  sbai  np^pi  sba  ib^s 
ics'  sinb  -iniai  nma  ban  mraca  naao  ia 

by  nb^ba 


"  If  any  person  be  pursued  by  a  serpent  or  a  scorpion,  it  is 
lawful  to  charm  it  to  prevent  it  from  doing  injury.  Kambam 
has  written,  He  that  charms  a  wound,  or  reads  a  verse  from 
the  law  (as  a  charm),  and  also  he  that  reads  over  an  infant 
that  it  may  not  be  afraid,  or  who  lays  a.  roll  of  the  law  or 
phylacteries  upon  a  child,  are  not  only  to  be  accounted  as  one 
of  the  charmers  and  magicians,  but  as  of  the  dcnicrs  of  the  law, 
for  they  use  the  words  of  the  law  as  medicine  for  the  body, 
whereas  it  is  only  a  medicine  for  the  soul.  K.  Isaac  says 
absolutely,  that  he  who  charms  a  wound,  mentioning  at  the 
same  time  the  name  of  God  and  spitting,  is  the  charmer  of 
whom  it  is  said  that  he  has  no  share  in  the  world  to  come  :  but 
if  he  does  not  spit,  the  matter  is  not  so  grave.  It  is,  however. 
forbidden  to  use  a  verse  as  a  charm  over  a  wound,  even  though 
there  will  be  no  spitting  nor  mentioning  the  name  of  God.  Hut 
if  life  be  in  daiiyer,  ecery  thi/iy  is  lawful;  and  it  is  lawful  to 
read  a  verse  as  a  defence,  for  instance  at  night  in  bed."  (Jorek 
Deah.  §  179.)  From  this  it  is  pretty  plain  that  the  charming  of 
serpents  was  allowed,  not  as  Kambam  says  to  quiet  the  mind 
of  him  that  had  been  bitten,  but  to  prevent  injury,  for  it  is 
allowed  before  the  man  is  bitten  at  all,  if  he  be  only  pursued 
by  a  serpent  or  a  scorpion.  But  what  a  picture  docs  this 
whole  passage  give  us  of  the  religious  state  of  the  Kabbinic 
Jews,  both  rabbies  and  people.  Here  you  have  the  people 
described,  not  by  Christians,  but  by  the  rabbies  themselves. 
as  sunk  in  the  depths  of  superstition,  using  a  sepher  torah, 
a  roll  of  the  law,  or  phylacteries  as  a  sort  of  charm  for 
the  benefit  of  children,  and  you  have  the  rabbies  forbidding 
this  at  one  time,  but  allowing  what  is  equally  forbidden  by 
God,  to  charm  serpents  :  and,  in  case  of  danger,  declaring  that 
"  Kvery  thing  is  lawful,"  that  is,  allowing  them  to  do  what 
K  3 
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will  make  them,  according  to  Rambam's  opinion,  charmers, 
magicians,  and  deniers  of  the  law.  And  this  is  the  Jewish 
religion,  and  this  is  what  the  Jews  have  gained  by  rejecting 
Christianity.  We,  poor  Gentiles,  who  cannot  trace  our  pedi 
gree  to  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  should  be  ashamed  of 
such  follies.  And  if  such  wicked  heathenish  practices  were  to 
be  found  in  our  religious  books,  we  would  not  let  an  hour  pass 
over  until  we  had  lifted  up  our  voice  and  protested  against 
them,  and  should  use  every  lawful  means  to  deliver  our  chil 
dren  from  such  ungodliness  and  error. 

We  have  now  given  quotations  from  the  two  great  digests  of 
Jewish  law  on  the  subject  of  using  charms,  but  it  is  worth 
while  to  consider  the  context  of  the  original  passage,  upon 
which  these  laws  are  based,  as  that  will  prove  that  the  Talmud 
has  not  been  misrepresented  by  its  compilers. 


rarcn  ^SB  ^m  ^r^nsi  7^0  pm  ian 
21    s         ^n^Ei  rarca  asmp3n  nrttfm  na 
a^m  ™n  bs^bftn  p  TIEEE?  pi  n»«  ratra  ^ 
VKI  -now  btt'o  irNiP  ^bm  bnw  bia^n  '•bm 
~nm   *i«  iiDis  ^DV  n  raun  antp  imn 
"DV  '-)  *)Ni  ^DV  "-o  robn  ^s  SDin  m  -ins 
nn   pns^  nm  Kn  ^3  n^^D  £Z3ttr'n  wbw  nn^K  sb 
Kns  spa  ^0^3  n^b  T^n^nwi  «T-isn 


"  Our  rabbies  have  handed  down  the  tradition  that  it  is  lawful 
to  anoint  and  rub  the  stomach  (of  a  sick  man)  on  the  Sabbath, 
also  to  charm  serpents  and  scorpions  on  the  Sabbath  :  also 
to  pass  an  instrument  across  the  eye  on  the  Sabbath.  II. 
Simeon,  the  son  of  Gamaliel,  says,  that  this  only  applies  to  an 
instrument  which  may  be  moved,*  but  with  one  that  may  not 
be  moved,  it  is  unlawful.  But  it  is  unlawful  on  the  Sabbath 
to  make  inquiry  of  demons.  R.  Jose  says,  this  is  also  unlawful 
on  week-days.  Rav  Huna  says,  the  decision  is  not  according 
to  R.  Jose  :  and  R.  Jose  himself  said  this  only  on  account  of 
danger,  for  that  is  what  occurred  in  the  case  of  R.  Isaac,  thu 
son  of  Joseph,  who  was  swallowed  up  in  a  cedar  tree,  but  a 
miracle  was  wrought  for  him  —  the  cedar  opened  and  cast  him 
out."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  101,  col.  1.)  We  have  here,  first,  the 
charming  of  serpents  ;  we  ask,  then,  could  the  Talmudic 
doctors  really  believe  in  such  folly  or  allow  such  wickedness 
on  the  Sabbath  ?  Is  there  any  misunderstanding,  or  does  the 
context  show,  that  they  were  men  of  that  superstitious  turn  of 
mind  to  justify  this  idea  ?  The  context  is  all  of  a  piece,  for  after 

*  Such  as  a  key,  a  ring,  or  a  knife.  —  Rashi. 
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permitting  the  charming  of  serpents,  it  goes  on  to  discuss  the 
lawfulness  of  asking  counsel  of  demons,  and  here  Rashi  shall 
explain  what  this  means  :— 


-OT  GIB? 

mt&rb  mosi  cnb  D>TSIB  cm 


"  To  make  inquiry  of  demons,  is  what  they  do  when  any 
thing  is  lost.  They  make  inquiry  by  the  work  of  demons,  and 
they  tell  them,  and  this  is  forbidden  on  the  Sabbath,  on  ac 
count  of  the  words,  '  Not  finding  thine  own  pleasure.'  (Isaiah 
Iviii.  13.)"  This  is  plainly  a  magical  operation,  but  yet  the 
rabbies  do  not  say  that  it  is  unlawful  because  it  is  magical, 
but  because  it  would  be  attending  to  one's  own  concerns.  In 
like  manner,  they  say,  it  is  unlawful  on  week-days,  only  on 
account  of  the  danger.  And  an  instance  is  given  in  Rabbi 
Isaac  of  what  might  happen  ;  and  here,  again,  we  ask  counsel 
of  Rashi,  in  order  to  understand  what  Rabbi  Isaac  was  about. 
This  commentator  tells  us  :  — 


ipnnb  TiZ?n  tppm  ana?  ntpssn  bsits  mn 

:  nwn  isbni  02  ib 

"  He  was  asking  counsel,  by  means  of  a  demoniacal  opera 
tion,  and  the  demon  sought  to  do  him  an  injury,  but  a  miracle 
was  wrought  for  him,  and  a  cedar  tree  swallowed  him."  Such. 
then,  is  the  context,  those  men  who  permit  the  charming  of 
serpents,  also  teach  the  doctrine  of  asking  advice  of  demons,  and 
give  us  a  practical  example  in  one  of  their  friends.  There  can, 
therefore,  be  no  mistake;  the  one  feature  of  their  religious 
system  exactly  agrees  with  the  other  :  and  the  authors  of  the 
oral  law  represent  themselves  as  patrons  and  practisers  of 
charms  and  magic,  and  therefore  to  every  lover  of  the  Mosaic 
law,  as  unwise  and  ungodly  men.  It  is,  however,  curious  to 
see  how  they  endeavoured  to  quiet  their  own  conscience,  and 
that  of  the  people,  in  a  matter  so  evidently  repugnant  to  the 
plain  words  of  Scripture.  They  pretended  that  there  was  a 
holy  sort  of  magic  in  the  practical  Cabbala,  which  men  might 
learn,  and  then  perform  the  greatest  miracles. 


T»n  DDTTOTO    "O 

m  mfcpb  rrma?  s-nn  s-a  snn 
mb  -nrm  sp  mn  Mbi  minn  ^niPE  sp  mn 
mi  M^sn  21  T-ic^b  nln  ns  M^-nn  p  mb 
*  -120:1  ipDi?i  Mnna?  sb^D  bs  ^nn^  iin 
Mnb^n  Mbrv  inb 
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"  If  the  righteous  wished,  they  might  create  the  world,  for 
it  is  written,  '  But  your  sins  separate,  &c.'  Rabba  created  a 
man,  and  sent  him  to  Rabbi  Zira.  He  spoke  with  him,  but 
when  the  other  did  not  answer  him,  he  said,  Thou  art  from 
the  magicians,  return  to  thy  dust.  Rav  Chanina  and  Rav 
Oshaia  used  to  sit  every  Sabbath  eve  and  study  the  book  of 
Jetzirah,  and  then  created  for  themselves  a  three-years-old 
calf,  and  ate  it."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  65,  col.  2.)  The  second 
miracle  is  here  ascribed  to  the  study  of  a  certain  book.  In 
Rashi  the  first  miracle  performed  by  Rabba  is  ascribed  to  the 
same  source. 

nvmw   *m  •nnbaa?  rrw  120  v/s  snra  wn 


"  He  created  the  man  by  means  of  the  book  of  Jetzirah,  for 
it  taught  him  the  combination  of  the  letters  of  the  name  of 
God."  According  to  this  account,  these  rabbies  were  much 
greater  men  than  Moses  or  any  of  the  prophets,  for  in  the 
whole  Old  Testament  there  is  not  one  such  miracle  recorded. 
Moses  never  created  any  thing,  neither  did  he  perform  any 
of  his  miracles  without  the  help  of  God.  Either  the  Lord 
immediately  commanded  him,  or  he  sought  the  Lord's  help. 
But  these  rabbies  acquired  the  power  of  omnipotence  by 
studying  a  particular  book,  and  exercised  it  either  for  their 
amusement  or  their  profit.  Rabba  created  a  man,  and  sent 
him  to  Rabbi  Zira,  not  as  it  appears  to  do  any  good,  or  to 
glorify  God,  but  simply  to  show  his  power,  or  to  act  a  little 
bit  of  waggery  ;  and  the  other  two  created  a  fat  calf  for 
themselves  every  Sabbath  eve,  that  they  might  have  a  good 
dinner.  The  difference  between  these  miracles  and  those 
recorded  in  Scripture  is  obvious.  The  Scripture  miracles  are 
either  for  the  glory  of  God,  or  the  good  of  man.  The 
rabbinical  miracles  are  altogether  for  the  glory  of  man,  and 
the  gratification  of  self.  Moses  smote  the  rock,  and  supplied 
all  Israel  with  water.  The  rabbies  create  a  calf,  and  eat  it 
themselves.  No  doubt  there  were  many  poor  people  in  Is 
rael  at  the  time  of  Rabbies  Oshaia  and  Chanina,  who  would 
have  been  very  glad  of  a  calf  for  their  Sabbath  dinner,  why 
did  they  not  create  a  calf  or  two  for  them  ?  This  selfish 
falsehood  betrays  itself,  and  bears  on  its  front  its  own  con 
demnation.  The  whole  doctrine  of  the  combination  of  the 
letters  in  the  name  of  God  is  a  pure  invention  of  men,  whose 
minds  have  been  debased  by  superstition.  There  is  not  a 
word  about  it  in  the  whole  Bible,  and  it  is  derogatory  to 
the  honour  of  God,  who  is  the  only  Creator. 

The   whole   Talmudic   doctrine    of   magic   does,   however, 
explain  the  reason  why  the  Scribes  and  Pharisees  were  so 
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little  moved  by  the  real  miracles  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  and  his 
disciples.  Their  minds  were  fully  possessed  with  faith  in  the 
power  of  cabalistic  magic,  they  therefore  were  insensible  to 
the  real  displays  of  divine  power.  They  were  in  the  same 
state  of  mind  as  Pharaoh  and  his  magicians,  who  looked  on 
the  miracles  of  Moses  as  a  mere  proof  of  magical  skill,  and 
hardened  their  hearts.  Even  when  they  confessed  "  This  is 
the  finger  of  God,"  they  were  not  converted.  Pharaoh  still 
persisted  in  his  resistance.  And  so  it  was  with  the  Scribes 
and  Pharisees.  When  the  Lord  had  raised  Lazarus  from  the 
dead,  "  then  gathered  the  chief  priests  and  the  Pharisees 
in  council,  and  said,  What  do  we  ?  for  this  man  doeth  many 
miracles."  They  acknowledged  the  fact  of  the  miracles,  but 
did  not  receive  their  evidence,  for  they  believed  that  the  study 
of  the  book  of  Jetzirah  would  enable  them  to  do  greater.  No 
miracle,  therefore,  could  convince  them.  But  besides  this, 
their  hearts  were  corrupt,  and  they  had  apostatized  from  the 
law  of  Moses  ;  they  therefore  did  not  love  the  truth.  They 
had  turned  aside  to  charms  and  magic,  and  asking  counsel  of 
demons ;  and  when  men  do  this,  the  understanding  becomes 
darkened,  so  that  it  is  rendered  impervious  to  the  light. 
Their  unbelief,  therefore,  becomes  an  evidence  to  the  truth 
of  Christianity.  If  such  transgressors  of  the  law  of  Moses, 
and  such  unblushing  relaters  of  falsehood  had  believed,  it 
would  have  cast  a  shade  of  suspicion  over  the  whole  Gospel 
history.  If  the  men,  who  say  that  Ilabba  created  a  man, 
and  the  two  other  worthies  created  a  calf  every  week,  had 
appeared  as  witnesses  for  the  truth  of  Christianity,  the 
miracles  of  the  Gospel  would  have  appeared  in  one  category 
with  these  most  absurd  fictions.  But  when  such  men  appear 
as  the  enemies  and  persecutors  of  Jesus,  it  testifies  that  He 
was  not  one  of  them,  and  that  as  they  were  bad  men,  and 
loved  a  false  system,  Ms  doctrine  must  necessarily  have  had 
something  good  in  it,  or  they  would  not  have  opposed  it. 

But  this  doctrine  explains  still  more  clearly  the  cause  of 
God's  wrath  against  Israel.  The  Jews  boast  that  since  the 
Babylonian  captivity,  they  have  been  free  from  idolatry,  but 
this 'is  not  true.  They  have  not  made  images,  that  is",  they 
have  avoided  the  form,  but  they  have  retained  all  the  substance 
of  idolatrous  heathenism.  The  man  who  charms  a  serpent  is 
an  idolater,  and  the  religion  which  permits  it  is  idolatrous  and 
heathenish.  The  man  who  asks  counsel  of  demons  is  an  ido 
later  of  the  worst  class,  for  he  does  homage  to  unclean  spirits. 
He  turns  his  back  upon  the  allwise  God,  who  ought  to  be  the 
counsellor  of  all  his  children,  and  by  making  demons  his  ad 
visers,  makes  them  his  gods,  and  yet  this  is  also  allowed  in 
the  religion  of  the  rabbies  if  it  can  be  done  without  danger. 
Those  Jews,  therefore,  who  believe  in  the  oral  law — that  is,  all 
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Jews  who  make  use  of  the  synagogue  prayers,  have  departed 
from  the  law  and  the  God  of  Mosses,  and  have  chosen  for  them 
selves  the  doctrines  and  the  gods  of  the  rabbles.  How  then 
can  God  have  compassion  upon  them  and  gather  them  ?  The 
thing  is  impossible,  until  they  utterly  renounce  all  these  delu 
sions,  confess  their  sin  in  having  followed  them  so  long,  and 
"  return  and  seek  the  Lord  their  God  and  David  their  king." 
A  long  trial  has  been  made  of  the  rabbinical  medicine,  and  it 
has  altogether  failed.  Wherever  the  religion  of  the  oral  law 
has  been  or  is  predominant,  its  sway  has  been  marked  by  the 
misery  of  the  people.  And  the  first  dawn  of  a  happier  day  has 
appeared  only  since  the  time  that  a  part  of  the  nation  burst 
the  fetters  of  rabbinic  superstition.  Compare  the  state  of  the 
German  Jews  with  that  of  their  brethren  in  Turkey  or  on 
the  coast  of  Morocco.  Some  of  the  former  have  abandoned 
the  oral  law,  and  the  latter  still  cling  to  it  with  a  bigoted 
devotion ;  and  yet  the  former  have  had  a  blessing  in  the  im 
provement  of  their  temporal  and  intellectual  condition,  and  the 
latter  still  remain  in  mental  and  corporeal  slavery.  The  mere 
renunciation  of  llabbinism  has  produced  these  beneficial  effects, 
and  if  the  Jews  of  Europe  go  on  from  the  renunciation  of  error 
to  the  attainment  of  truth,  that  is,  if  they  return  to  the  religion 
of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  the  promises  of  God  will  be  ful 
filled,  and  the  nation  will  be  restored  to  the  land  of  their 
fathers. 

The  Rabbinic  Jews  comfort  themselves  with  the  idea,  that 
they  cannot  have  this  world  and  the  world  to  come  too ;  but 
they  confound  two  things  which  are  perfectly  distinct,  God's 
mode  of  dealing  with  individuals,  and  his  mode  of  dealing 
with  nations,  individuals  have  not  only  an  existence  in  time, 
but  for  eternity.  Worldly  misfortune  to  an  individual  is, 
therefore,  no  proof  of  God's  displeasure,  because  the  world  is 
only  a  part,  and  that  the  smallest  part,  of  his  existence.  But 
the  case  of  nations  is  different.  They  exist  only  in  time,  and 
therefore  the  rewards  and  punishments  must  be  temporal,  and 
so  God  has  uniformly  promised  to  the  Jewish  people  temporal 
prosperity,  in  case  of  national  obedience,  and  temporal  calamity 
in  the  former  case.  Whenever,  therefore,  we  see  Israel  exiled 
from  their  land  and  scattered  among  the  nations,  we  must 
infer,  if  Moses  has  spoken  the  truth,  that  it  is  because  they 
have  departed  from  the  God  of  their  fathers. 
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How  little  the  oral  law  has  hitherto  done  to  promote  the 
peace  and  happiness  of  Israel,  we  considered  in  our  last  number. 
It  may,  however,  be  replied,  that  it  has  not  had  a  fair  trial, 
and  that  the  failure  is  to  be  attributed  rather  to  the  people 
than  to  the  law.  This  possible  reply  naturally  leads  us  to 
think,  what  then  would  be  the  state  of  Israel  and  of  the  world 
at  large,  if  the  oral  law  were  universally  and  exactly  observed, 
and  its  disciples  had  supreme  dominion  in  the  world  ?  Suppose 
that  all  the  kingdoms  of  the  world  were  melted  into  one  vast 
and  universal  monarchy,  and  the  sceptre  swayed  by  a  devout 
and  learned  rabbi,  and  all  the  magisterial  offices  filled  by  able 
and  zealous  Talmudists,  would  the  world  be  happy  ?  This  is  a 
fair  question,  and  well  deserves  consideration,  for  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  true  religion  was  intended  by  its  Divine  Author 
to  promote  the  happiness  of  his  creatures  :  — 


mrnrrra     m  nsns  'o-n  m:m 

"  Her  ways  are  ways  of  pleasantness,  and  all  her  paths  are 
peace."  (Prov.  iii.  17.)  And  that  not  of  a  few,  but  of  all 
without  exception. 

:  i3«-a  -rns  b«  wbn  <  "nbsb  ins  nw  sbrr 


"  Have  we  not  all  one  father  ?  Hath  not  one  God  created 
us  ?  "  (Mai.  ii.  10.)  That  religion,  therefore,  cannot  be  of  God. 
which  would  make  the  greatest  portion  of  his  creatures  miser 
able,  and  confer  happiness  on  a  very  limited  number.  The  re 
ligion  that  came  from  heaven,  wherever  it  exists,  must  contain 
the  elements  of  happiness  for  all  nations,  and  include  all 
the  families  of  man.  It  must  exclude  none  but  the  wilfully 
and  obstinately  wicked,  who  cariy  the  torments  of  hell  in  then- 
own  bosom,  and  would  be  necessarily  unhappy  even  in  heaven 
itself.  A  religion,  whose  principles,  if  triumphant,  would  effect 
so  desirable  a  consummation,  must  be  true.  The  question  is, 
whether  modern  Judaism,  if  it  had  full  and  free  scope  for  the 
reali/ation  of  all  its  principles,  would  bear  such  blessed  fruit  ? 
Our  late  inquiries  about  amulets  and  magic  led  us  to  consider 
some  of  the  laws  about  the  Sabbath-day,  and  as  when  true 
religion  prevails,  this  ought  to  be  the  happiest  day  of  the 
week,  the  laws  respecting  it  shall  furnish  materials  for  our 
answer.  That  a  rabbinical  Sabbath  would  be  the  happiest 
day  in  the  week  we  much  doubt,  for,  in  the  first  place,  to  keep 
the  rabbinical  Sabbath  aright,  it  is  necessary  to  be  perfectly 
acquainted  with  all  the  laws  relating  to  it,  which  are  verv 
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many  and  very  intricate,  occupying  even  in  Rambam's  com 
pendium,  including  the  notes,  above  one  hundred  and  seventy 
folio  pages.*  That  any  conscientious  man  can  he  happy  with 
such  a  load  of  law  about  his  neck  appears  impossible.  He  must 
be  in  continual  fear  and  trembling  lest  he  should  through  for- 
getfulness  or  inadvertence  be  guilty  of  transgression,  and  the 
continued  watchfulness  and  anxiety  would  be  more  intolerable 
than  the  hardest  labour.  But  if  Kabbinism  wielded  the  su 
preme  power,  he  would  have  to  dread  the  most  severe  and 
immediate  punishment  :  — 


nrvotz? 

nssbn  in  nansn  b:n  fmna?n 
nron  h*b  -IEMIP  nmvn  sb  by  -a^n 


y  n^ 

nwnnm  onr  ca?  mn  csi  rro  n^n  ji-rra 
:  nsnnp  nsttn  pip  n^n  nrarcn  na?3?  D«I  bpoa 

"  To  rest  on  the  seventh  day  from  work  is  an  affirmative 
precept,  for  it  is  said,  '  On  the  seventh  day  thou  shalt  rest. 
Whosoever,  therefore,  does  any  work,  annuls  an  affirmative, 
and  transgresses  a  negative  precept,  for  it  is  said,  '  Thou  shalt 
do  no  manner  of  work.'  What  is  meant  by  being  guilty  on 
account  of  doing  work  ?  If  it  be  done  voluntarily  and  pre 
sumptuously,  the  meaning  is,  that  he  is  liable  to  excision,  and 
if  there  were  witnesses  and  a  warning,  he  is  to  be  stoned. 
If  he  did  it  in  error,  he  must  bring  a  certain  sin-offering." 
(Hilchoth  Shabbatb,  c.  i.  1.)  This  sounds  something  like  the 
law  of  Moses,  but  is  in  reality  far  more  severe.  The  whole 
force  depends  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  "  work,"  and  the 
rabbinical  sense  would  entirely  destroy  the  peace  of  society. 
If,  for  instance,  a  poor  man  could  not  afford  to  have  his  Sab 
bath  lamp  burn  all  day,  and  should  extinguish  it  to  save  the 
oil  ;  or  if  a  humane  man  should  sec  burning  coals  in  some  place 
likely  to  do  injury  to  others,  and  should  extinguish  them,  they 
would  both  be  guilty,  and  if  some  zealous  Talmudists  happened 
to  be  present,  and  first  remonstrated  with  them  on  the  unlaw 
fulness  of  the  act,  they  would  both  be  tried,  found  guilty,  and 
stoned  to  death  :  — 


ratca  rostt  rmmn 
-an  ns  mstp  snn  -ns'o  >  mby  ra^n  nssba 
-as^  Nsbtt?  ^D  nVnsb  IK 
•a  btt?  D-in  ^n^  ^btz?  ^ 

n^sbn  ^2 


HUchoth  Sliabbath  and  Hilchoth  Eruvin  extend  from  fol.  140  to  fol.  226. 
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S3£B  is  7»rcn  ^BB  sbs  naa  sbi  *»iaan  fpnb  -pns 
•varan  pi  r  a^n  nt  'nn  nVnsn  ^BB  is  oinn 
nbran  ns  naa^n  is  -vma  maw  "T  v^pn  n« 
-pis  i^stt?  £"37si  a^n  cran  ia  ipir  sbtp  *na 
prnn  p^mnb  nbs  rrnsnn   ^i^b  is  ^iaan 
:  ma  ssva  ba  pi  a^n  n? 

"  Whosoever  does  any  work  on  the  Sabbath,  even  though  he 
does  not  do  it  for  the  sake  of  the  work  itself,  is  nevertheless 
guilty.  How  so  ?  If,  for  instance,  a  man  extinguishes  a  lamp, 
because  ho  wants  the  oil  or  the  wick,  and  wishes  that  it  should 
not  waste,  nor  be  burned,  or  that  the  earthenware  part  of  the 
lamp  should  not  be  cracked ;  inasmuch  as  the  extinguishing 
is  work,  and  his  intention  was  to  extinguish  it :  although  the 
mere  act  of  extinguishing  it  was  not  the  ultimate  object,  but  on 
the  contrary,  the  saving  of  the  oil  or  the  wick,  or  the  earthen 
lamp,  he  is,  nevertheless,  guilty.  And  in  like  manner,  whoso 
ever,  removes  thorns  a  distance  of  four  ells  in  a  public  place,  or 
whosoever  extinguishes  coals  to  prevent  the  public  from  being 
injured,  is  guilty :  although  the  ultimate  object  was  not  the 
extinguishing  nor  the  moving,  but  he  simply  intended  to 
prevent  the  injury,  he  is  guilty,  and  so  in  all  similar  cases." 
(Ibid.)  If  this  were  the  law  of  the  land,  and  the  executive  were 
in  the  hands  of  Talmudistic  zealots,  the  peace  of  the  world 
would  be  at  an  end.  The  poor  man  could  not  be  happy,  when 
he  saw  his  little  property  wasting;  and  the  humane  man  would 
either  be  made  miserable  at  the  thought  of  being  able  to  prevent 
much  injury,  and  yet  not  doing  it,  or  would  have  to  expose 
himself  to  the  danger  of  a  cruel  and  ignominious  death.  AVe 
know  enough  of  the  general  character  of  the  Jewish  nation  to 
believe  that  there  are  amongst  them  those  who  would  brave  the 
danger,  whose  generous  hearts  would  rise  above  personal  con 
siderations,  but  how  dreadful  would  be  the  consequences  I  A 
man  of  a  tender  heart,  the  father  of  a  family,  would  be  induced, 
by  the  best  of  feelings,  to  save  his  fellow-men  from  injury. 
He  would  return  to  his  family,  and  tell  them  how  God  had 
given  him  an  opportunity  of  doing  good.  The  family  worthy 
of  such  a  father  would  rejoice  to  hear  the  information,  but  the 
sequel  of  his  story  would  turn  their  joy  into  mourning.  He 
would  have  to  tell  them  that  ignominious  death  would  be  the 
consequence,  and  that  because  he  dared  to  do  an  act  of  chanty, 
and  to  love  his  brother  as  himself,  the  morrow  would  see  his 
wife  a  widow  and  his  children  orphans.  But  suppose,  that 
when  he  performed  the  act,  he  had  been  attended  by  two  of  his 
sons,  now  grown  up,  and  zealots  for  the  oral  law — that  they 
had  warned  him,  and  then  became  his  accusers,  as  they  must,  if 
iirin  believers  in  Tulmudic  religion,  he  would  have  the  additional 
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pangs  of  seeing  his  own  flesh  and  blood  as  the  foremost  of  his 
executioners.  This  one  law  would  clothe  the  wrorld  with 
mourning,  and  make  the  light  of  the  Sabbath  sun  the  curse  of 
mankind.  Though  men  might  be  found  at  first  to  brave  the 
danger,  the  course  of  time  and  the  inflexible  severity  of  the  law 
would  soon  annihilate  all  generous  feeling.  Children  would  be 
trained  up  with  the  idea  that  humanity  is  not  a  Sabbath  virtue, 
and  the  constant  resistance  of  the  tender  feelings  wmild  harden 
the  heart,  and  mankind  in  time  become  totally  insensible  on 
week-days  as  well  as  Sabbath-days  ;  and  thus  the  enforcement 
of  this  one  law  would  produce  universal  selfishness,  and  this 
would  certainly  not  promote  the  happiness  of  the  world.  But 
take  another  case  of  a  man,  who  leaves  his  home  on  the  Friday 
morning  to  go  a  short  distance  into  the  country,  intending  to 
return  before  the  commencement  of  the  Sabbath  ;  he  meets 
with  an  accident,  and  breaks  a  limb  ;  on  the  Sabbath  he  is 
sufficiently  restored  to  think  of  the  anxiety  of  his  family,  and 
writes  a  short  note  to  inform  them  of  his  state,  this  act  of 
common  love  and  kindness  would  cost  him  his  life  ;  nay,  if  he 
had  only  begun  the  letter,  and  then  overcome  by  fear  or  weak 
ness,  had  left  it  unfinished,  a  rabbinic  tribunal  would  condemn 
him  to  be  stoned. 


b"nnm  retpn  rosbD  mt&sb  piannn  bs 

b:j  o^b^n  sbo?  srss  n^n  -WIPD  ntrrcn 
mrob  jTOrara  "nn  ITO  frwbt&nb 
137  m  n^nrp  sb  nnnis  v«  nrmn  -USE? 
sbs  rrawn  bs  is  -uarcn  bs  m 

«n^n  nvms  via? 

"Whosoever  intends  to  do  any  work  on  the  Sabbath,  and 
begins  it,  and  does  a  certain  measure,  is  guilty,  although  he 
docs  not  finish  all  that  he  intended.  How  so  ?  Suppose  he 
intended  to  write  a  letter,  or  a  contract  011  the  Sabbath,  it  is 
not  to  be  thought  that  he  will  not  be  guilty  until  he  finish  his 
business,  and  wrrite  the  whole  contract  or  the  whole  letter.  On 
the  contrary,  as  soon  as  he  shall  have  written  two  letters  (of 
the  alphabet)  he  is  guilty."  (Ibid.)  And  consequently,  if  it 
can  be  proved,  must  be  stoned.  Every  one's  daily  experience 
will  tell  them  of  the  many  similar  cases  where  a  letter  may  be 
necessary  for  the  peace  or  well-being  of  an  individual  or  a 
family,  and  where*  the  delay  of  a  day  would  be  aseiious  injury. 
If  rabbinism  held  the  reins  of  power,  the  anxiety,  the  sorrow, 
the  injury  must  all  be  endured;  the  Sabbath-day  must  be  made 
a  burden  and  a  curse,  instead  of  a  blessing,  or  life  itself  must 
be  exposed  to  danger.  But  this  would  not  be  the  only  misery. 
These  sanguinary  laws  would,  as  religious  laws,  bind  the 
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consciences  of  the  weak  and  superstitious.  A  man's  domestics, 
or  his  children,  or  even  his  wife,  would  become  spies  over  all 
his  Sabbath  doings,  and  the  denouncers  of  every  transgression; 
and  thus  domestic  confidence,  without  which  not  even  the 
shadow  of  happiness  can  exist,  would  be  destroyed,  and  a  man's 
foes  would  be  those  of  his  own  household.  Much  has  lately 
been  thought  and  said  about  the  sanguinary  nature  of  the  laws 
of  England,  but  the  laws  of  Draco  himself  were  merciful  when 
compared  with  the  religious  enactments  of  the  rabbies.  Draco 
only  sentenced  to  death  men  convicted  of  a  crime.  The  oral 
law  condemns  to  stoning  the  man,  woman,  or  child  who  will 
venture  to  write  two  letters  of  the  alphabet,  or  even  who  will 
extinguish  fire  to  prevent  a  public  injury.  Nay,  in  some  cases, 
where  it  actually  pronounces  a  man  innocent,  it  nevertheless 
commands  him  to  be  flogged. 

is  mmb   ttp^bi  rvmntz?  o^asn  tsipbb 
•mn  fsnai  trnsv  -p  insi  a^sn  taipbb 
£D  c'asn  rrnsi   nbnra  crnarn 
-TIM  ttp^b  sbi  b^sin  ntEntP  nn  b:> 
rrnnn  mos  Kbtz?  nrcr  TOTD  sbntz? 

rosba 


"  If  a  man  intended  to  gather  black  figs,  but  gathered  white 
figs,  or  if  he  intended  to  gather  figs  and  afterwards  grapes, 
but  the  matter  has  been  inverted,  and  he  gathered  the  grapes 
first,  and  afterwards  the  figs,  he  is  not  guilty.  Although  he 
have  gathered  all  that  he  thought  of  gathering,  yet,  because  he 
did  not  gather  them  in  the  intended  order,  he  is  not  guilty,  for 
he  did  what  was  unintentional,  and  the  law  forbids  only 
intentional  work."  (Ibid.)  We  pass  by  the  manifest  absurdity 
of  this  decision,  which  is,  however,  sufficient  to  prove  that  this 
law  is  not  of  God,  because  it  is  more  important  to  consider 
what  is  to  be  done  with  a  man  not  guilty.  The  law  of  England, 
or  any  other  civilized  country,  would  say,  of  course,  that  he  is 
to  go  free  ;  but  not  so  the  oral  law.  it  commands  that  the  man 
should  be  flogged. 


-nras  nr  -m  nanEntz? 
pnpn  pi  nVpon  pi  n-nn  p  -vrtas  nr 
o'w  ratzn  -m  ims  mt&sb  -nos 
ims  nttnrm  nssbnn  7^  npnnn 


"  AVherevcr  it  is  said,  he  that  doeth  anything  is  not  guilty, 
the  meaning  is,  that  he  is  not  liable  to  excision,  nor  stoning, 
nor  a  sacrifice,  but  that  thing  is  unlawful  to  be  done,  and  the 
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prohibition  is  of  the  words  of  the  Scribes,  and  is  intended  as  a 
removal  from  the  possibility  of  work  :  and  he  that  does  it  pre 
sumptuously,  is  to  be  flogged  with  the  flogging  of  rebellion." 
(Ibid.)  Here,  then,  we  have  a  whole  class  of  crimes  which  the 
oral  law  itself  allows  are  no  crimes  according  to  the  law  of 
Moses,  but  which  it  thinks  fit  to  punish  with  that  dreadful 
and  degrading  infliction.  Are  the  professors  of  this  traditional 
religion  really  acquainted  with  its  ordinances  ?  or  can  any  man 
believe  that  a  religion  which,  if  it  had  full  scope  and  power, 
would  become  the  torment  of  the  human  race,  can  emanate 
from  God  ? 

If  ever  this  religion  attains  supreme  power,  its  adherents  •wall 
be  reduced  to  a  state  of  the  most  deplorable  bondage,  but  what 
would  be  its  effect  upon  the  other  nations  of  the  world  ?  It 
would,  in  the  first  place,  deprive  all  other  nations  of  a  Sabbath  ; 
for  we  have  already  quoted  the  law  (No.  3,  p.  22),  which 
decides,  "  That  a  Gentile  who  keeps  a  Sabbath,  though  it  be 
on  one  of  the  week-days  is  guilty  of  death,"  and  though  not  to 
be  executed,  is  yet  to  be  flogged.  This  would  be  a  very  serious 
diminution  from  the  happiness  of  millions  of  human  beings. 
The  Gentile  —  who,  like  the  Jew,  must  earn  his  bread  by  the 
sweat  of  his  brow,  and  devote  six  days  to  the  concerns  of  the 
world  —  requires  a  day  of  rest  from  secular  labours,  and  cares, 
and  thoughts,  to  relieve  his  body  and  to  refresh  his  soul,  and 
hold  communion  with  his  God.  Of  this  the  oral  law  would 
deprive  him,  or,  if  his  conscience  compelled  him  to  sanctify  one 
day  in  seven,  he  would  have  to  purchase  his  spiritual  enjoyment 
by  corporeal  suffering.  Many  would,  no  doubt,  be  terrified  at 
the  thought  of  the  punishment,  and  all  trace  of  a  Sabbath 
would  in  time  cease  amongst  the  Gentiles.  The  multitude 
would  soon  be  left  destitute  of  religious  instruction,  and  general 
vice  and  misery  be  the  consequence.  This  religion,  then,  of 
the  oral  law,  would  certainly  not  promote  the  happiness  of  the 
Gentiles,  and  they  are  the  overwhelming  majority  of  mankind: 
it  therefore  cannot  be  of  God.  But  the  violent  deprivation  of  a 
holy  day  of  rest  would  be  far  from  producing  kindly  feelings 
towards  the  Jews.  Mankind  would  rebel  against  such  oppres 
sion  ;  and  the  religion  which  commanded  it  instead  of  obtain 
ing  their  reverence,  as  it  ought  to  do  if  true,  would  become 
their  detestation.  This  unhappy  feeling  would  be  increased  by 
other  similar  laws,  equally  wanting  in  charity.  For  instance  — 


ns 

OK?  vstp  G"3?wi  nr^sb 
invnnb      isiD  issttf  ^SD  ntinn  ~n  ra  ns 

ns  mbs 


"  A  Gentile  woman  is  not  to  be  delivered  upon  the  Sabbath, 
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not  even  for  payment,  neither  is  the  enmity  to  be  regarded.  It 
is  not  to  be  done,  even  though  no  profanation  of  the  Sabbath 
should  be  implied.  But  the  daughter  of  a  sojourning  proselyte 
may  be  delivered,  for  we  are  commanded  to  preserve  the  life  of 
such,  but  the  Sabbath  is  not  to  be  profaned  on  her  account." 
Ibid.  chap.  ii.  12.)  We  ask  every  Jew  who  has  got  the  heart 
of  a  man,  whether  such  a  law  can  be  from  God  ?  or  whether 
Jie  religion  of  which  it  forms  a  part  can  be  true  ?  A  poor 
woman,  in  the  hour  of  her  extremity,  is  to  be  left  to  her  fate, 
simply  because  she  is  an  idolatress.  The  mother  and  the  child 
are  both  to  be  left  to  perish,  because,  either  through  her  own 
ault,  or  through  the  circumstances  of  her  birth,  she  has  re 
mained  ignorant  of  the  true  God.  But  grant,  for  the  sake  of 
argument,  that  the  mother  is  so  hardened  a  sinner  as  to  be 
Beyond  the  mercies  of  sinful  men,  what  has  the  child  done, 
that  its  life  is  to  be  given  as  a  sport  to  chance  ?  Is  that  the 
(way  to  convert  a  sinner  from  the  error  of  her  ways,  or  to 
recommend  the  true  religion  ?  The  most  besotted  of  idolaters, 
who  believes  at  all  in  a  Divine  and  merciful  being,  would 
pronounce  such  religion  false.  A  few  such  cases  would  soon 
spread  through  the  world,  and  Judaism  become  the  aversion  of 
every  heart  that  can  sympathize  with  suffering.  And  thus,  if 
time,  it  would  confirm  all  mankind  in  error.  But  it  cannot  be : 
the  religion  that  comes  from  God  bears  the  impress  of  its  au 
thor,  and  teaches  such  love  and  kindness  that  the  practice  of  it 
softens,  where  it  does  not  convert.  Its  bitterest  enemies  must 
confess  that  its  practical  principles  are  worthy  of  all  admiration. 
But  there  is  here  a  second  case,  the  daughter  of  a  sojourning 
proselyte,  towards  whom  the  oral  law  is  a  little  more  lenient, 
it  allows  such  an  one  to  be  delivered,  but  docs  not  permit  the 
Sabbath  to  be  profaned  on  her  account.  Suppose  then  that 
such  an  one  found  herself  in  the  midst  of  Jews,  and  after  her 
delivery  required  the  comfort  of  a  fire  or  warm  food  for  herself 
or  her  infant,  or  any  other  assistance  that  would  imply  a 
breach  of  the  Sabbath,  it  could  not  be  done,  but  for  an 
Isi'aelitess  it  may  be  done  ;  can  this  proceed  from  Him  who 
sejks  the  happiness  of  all  liis  creatures  ?  It  cannot  be  said  that 
this  is  a  rare  case,  for  it  is  easy  to  show  that  this  is  the  general 
spirit  of  the  oral  law  : — 

bs~)ttr>  ib^w  c^bi-nam  n^  nn  w&  i^n  nrrn 
bs  ^npsa  nbi£D  ombr  nb^Di  n^a  *)bsi 
mrw  ni*nb  cnn  ins   arrs   » b«na^  ^CQ 
an^ea?  m  ssa?  vbs  ]^np2n  -IITI  ims  vby 
IT  i^nia  fbis  "npya    >  c^in  onsttfam  bsnar  mn 
-ins  IP^Q  jn-^ps  nsm  rnns  isnb  -[b^b 
p  rrbsm  mns  n^nb 
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VHPCB   ]"N 

*nn  ^ons   ^niPD  pa  amsn  tei   »  b 

tnnn  p  ar^sa?  nptm 

"  If  Gentiles  and  Israelites  live  together  in  one  court,  even 
if  there  be  only  one  Israelite  and  a  thousand  Gentiles,  and  a 
ruin  fall  on  one  of  them,  the  rubbish  is  to  be  cleared  away, 
on  account  of  the  Israelite.  If  one  of  them  had  gone  by 
himself  to  another  court,  and  that  court  fell  upon  him,  the 
rubbish  is  also  to  be  cleared  away,  for  perhaps  this  one  was 
the  Israelite,  and  the  rest  were  Gentiles.  But  if  they  all 
set  out  to  go  from  this  court  to  another  court,  and  during 
the  time  of  their  moving,  one  of  them  separated  and  went 
to  another  court,  and  a  ruin  fell  upon  him,  and  it  is  not 
known  who  he  is,  the  rubbish  is  not  to  be  cleared  away. 
For  as  they  all  moved  together,  it  is  certain  that  the  Israelite 
was  not  amongst  them  ;  and  every  one  who  separated  from 
them,  whilst  going,  is  to  be  reckoned  as  belonging  to  the 
majority."  (Ibid.  20,  21.)  Here  the  same  utter  recklessness 
of  Gentile  life  or  comfort  is  displayed,  and  no  one  will  pre 
tend  that  such  laws,  if  carried  into  effect,  would  promote 
the  happiness  of  mankind.  Accidents,  like  births,  happen 
on  the  Jewish  Sabbath  as  well  as  on  the  other  days,  but 
if  the  oral  law  had  power,  the  Gentiles  to  whom  any 
accident  happened,  might  wait  until  the  Sabbath  was  over, 
and  must  thus  lose  the  only  comfort  which  is  possible  on 
such  an  occasion.  When  a  man  is  suffering  from  severe 
bodily  injury,  there  are  but  two  sources  of  consolation  ;  the 
one  is  the  kind  and  benevolent  attentions  of  man,  the  other 
the  remembrance  of  God's  mercy  and  goodness,  but  the  oral 
law  cuts  off  both  from  the  suffering  Gentile.  It  forbids  its 
disciples  to  help  him,  and  says  at  the  same  time  that  this 
is  the  law  of  God.  But  could  the  Jews  themselves  be 
happy  on  that  Sabbath,  where  such  an  accident  occurred, 
and  where  they  had  left  a  poor  Gentile  buried  under  the 
ruins  of  a  building  ?  Could  they  enjoy  peace  in  the  bosom 
of  their  family,  or  could  they  find  holy  pleasure  in  the  prayers 
of  the  synagogue  when  they  had  left  one  of  God's  creatures, 
a  fellow-man,  to  perish  in  nis  misery  ?  But  this  law  would 
affect  more  than  the  individual  sufferer,  and  the  few  sur 
rounding  spectators.  It  would  prevent  all  brotherly  love 
between  Jews  and  Gentiles,  and  until  all  men  learn  the 
reality  of  charity,  the  world  cannot  be  happy.  If  it  be  true 
that  the  religion  given  by  God,  wherever  it  is  carried  into 
practice,  makes  men  happy,  then  the  religion  of  the  oral 
law  cannot  be  true,  for,  if  practised,  it  would  make  all  men 
miserable. 


No.  XXVIII. 

FAST   FOR  THE   DESTRUCTION   OF   THE   TEMPLE. 

ALL  who  believe  the  Bible  look  forward,  in  full  assurance 
f  hope,  to  that  happy  period,  when  Israel  shall  be  gathered 
rom  the  four  corners  of  the  earth,  and  restored  to  the  land 
f  their  forefathers  and  the  favour  of  their  God.  The  days 
f  their  mourning  shall  then  be  ended,  and  their  fasts,  now 
bserved  on  account  of  the  misfortunes  of  the  nation,  shall 
e  turned  into  joy  and  gladness  :  — 


rasi  "^mn  ens  msns  rr  -IBS  ro 
rmm  rvnb  mrp  *-)Wsn  cisi 
nDsni 


"Thus   saith  the   Lord  of  hosts,   the  fast  of  the  fourth 
nonth,  and  the  fast  of  the  fifth,  and  the  fast  of  the  seventh, 
nd  the  fast  of  the  tenth,  shall  be  to  the  house  of  Judah  joy 
ind  gladness,  and  cheerful  feasts  :    therefore  love  the  truth 
nd  peace."      (Zech.  viii.    19.)     At   that   time,   the   prophet 
oes  on  to  tell  us,  Jerusalem  shall  be  the  metropolis  of  the 
vorld,  and  the  common  centre  to  which  all  the  nations  of 
he  earth  shall  flow  "  to  seek  the  Lord  of  hosts  and  to  pray 
efore  him."     We  Christians  believe  this  as  fully,  and  long 
>r  the  happy  accomplishment  as  ardently  as  the  Jews.     It 
ould  give  us  unspeakable  pleasure  to  behold  the  Jews  on 
lat  height  of  moral  dignity  and  glory  for  which  God  des- 
ned  them,  from  the  first  hour  that  he  chose  their  father 
Kbraham   to  be  His  friend.     We  desire   the  arrival   of  this 
Jiappy  period,  for  the  sake  of  the  Jews  themselves,  but  surely 
po  Jew  will  feel  offended  with  us  if  we  say  that  we  desire 
It  also  for  our  own  sakes  and  for  the  sake  of  all  the  families 
j)f  men.     We  should  wish  to  see  Divine  truth  triumphant,  sin 
juid  misery  banished,  and  brotherly  love  universal,  but  we  see 
kll  these  things  connected  with  the  restoration  of  Israel,  and 
che  establishment  of  the  kingdom  of  God  upon  earth,  and 
herefore  we  join  with  all  our  heart  in  the  the  most  ardent 
ispirations  of  the  Jewish  people,  and  say,  "  Amen  "  to  every 
irayer  that  God  "  would  remember  his  covenant  with  Abra 
ham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  and  that  he  would  also  remember  the 
land."     But,  alas  !  these  prayers  and  wishes  and  anticipations 
ill  remind  us  that  that  happy  day  is  still  future.     Israel  is 
kill  scattered  among  the  nations,  and  instead  of  having  days 
|)f  joy  and  gladness,  is  about  to  observe  another  solemn  day 
|).f  mourning  in  remembrance  of  the  desolation  of  their  city 
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and  temple.     The  ninth  of  the  month  of  Av  is  still  a  fast,  and 
llambam  thus  describes  the  causes  of  mourning  on  that  day:  — 


in  TO^N  tD^-im   'n  nsn 
a  rvnn  mm   <  v"iwb  TED^  sibtt? 
m  vm  /  nat»  -irrai  nbii^  TB  rrobai  » 

cnb  mm  ^  bwna^a  rrnmi  c 
bo  sin^  trEonn  >bn:n  bsnrz^ 
p-nn  IBS  libra  rra  ruTm  obis  irnmi  c^inn 
Din  nwiiDb  p^n  cvn  im  i^"rz:n 
cu^b  vn^no  nsi  hoTin  n« 


"  On  the  ninth  of  Av  five  things  happened.  It  was  decreed 
in  the  wilderness  that  Israel  should  not  enter  into  the  land. 
The  temple  was  destroyed,  both  the  first  and  second  time. 
The  great  city  named  Either  was  taken,  and  there  were  in 
it  thousands  and  tens  of  thousands  of  Israel,  and  they  had  a  J 
great  king,  whom  all  Israel  and  the  greatest  of  the  wise  men 
imagined  to  be  the  King  Messiah.  But  he  fell  into  the  hands 
of  the  Gentiles,  and  the  Israelites  were  all  slain,  and  there  • 
was  a  great  affliction  similar  to  the  desolation  of  the  temple. 
On  this  same  day,  destined  for  punishment,  the  wicked  Turnus 
Rufus  ploughed  up  the  sanctuary  and  the  adjacent  parts,  to 
fulfil  that  which  is  said,  '  Zion  shall  be  ploughed  as  a  field.' 
(Mich.  iii.  12.)  "  (Hilchoth  Taanioth,  c.  v.)  The  mere  enume 
ration  of  all  these  dreadful  inflictions  of  the  Almighty  suggest 
many  and  grave  topics  for  reflection,  but  the  most  important 
of  all  is,  the  cause  of  the  last  desolation  of  the  temple,  and  the 
present  long  captivity.  To  mourn  over  past  misfortunes  and 
to  humble  ourselves  for  past  sins,  is  indeed  good  and  whole 
some  ;  but  if  it  does  not  teach  us  how  to  remedy  the  one  and 
to  avoid  the  other,  it  can  only  terminate  in  despair.  Every 
Israelite,  therefore,  who  weeps  for  the  desolation  of  the  huly 
and  beautiful  house  where  his  fathers  worshipped,  should  also 
set  himself  earnestly  to  inquire  into  the  cause  and  remedy  of 
this  great  calamity.  Why  was  it  that  the  God  of  mercy  de 
solated  his  own  house,  the  only  temple  that  He  had  in  the 
world  built  by  his  own  express  command  ?  The  idolatry  of 
the  nation  was  the  cause  of  the  destruction  of  the  first  temple. 


imn  n^m  crDrorr 
rvn  n«  isttt^i  crarr 

n  ombs  cmmns  Tibs  'n 

ITO»  bin  1E37  by  b^n  •o  rnbttn 

v-m  anim  cnbsn  ^sban  c^yba  vmi 
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n  n»n  f  nibs 
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ipt  nbirai  -nm  bs  ban  sbi  /  DtznpB 
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"  Moreover,  all  the  chief  of  the  priests,  and  the  people,  trans 
gressed  very  much,  after  all  the  abominations  of  the  heathen, 
and  polluted  the  house  of  the  Lord  which  he  had  hallowed  in 
Jerusalem.  And  the  Lord  God  of  their  fathers  sent  to  them  by 
his  messengers,  rising  up  betimes  and  sending  ;  because  he 
had  compassion  on  his  people,  and  on  his  dwelling-place  :  but 
they  mocked  the  messengers  of  God,  and  despised  his  words, 
and  misused  his  prophets,  until  the  wrath  of  the  Lord  arose 
against  his  people,  till  there  was  no  remedy.  Therefore  he 
brought  upon  them  the  King  of  the  Chaldeans,  who  slew  their 
young  men  with  the  sword  in  the  house  of  their  sanctuary,  and 
had  no  compassion  upon  young  man  or  maiden,  old  man  or  him 
that  stooped  for  age  :  he  gave  them  all  into  his  hand  —  and  they 
burned  the  house  of  God  and  broke  down  the  wall  of  Jerusalem, 
and  burned  all  the  palaces  thereof  with  fire,  and  destroyed  all 
the  goodly  vessels  thereof."  (2  Chron.  xxxvi.  14  —  19.)  Here, 
then,  obstinate  idolatry  is  represented  as  the  cause  of  the  first 
desolation.  Israel  learned  and  practised  the  abominations  of 
the  heathen,  and  thus  polluted  the  temple,  and  therefore  God 
destroyed  the  temple  and  sent  them  into  captivity.  There 
were  no  doubt  many  and  other  great  sins  in  Israel,  but  they 
are  not  mentioned,  as  if  to  show  that  nothing  short  of  wilful 
and  obstinate  departure  Trom  God  could  have  led  him  to  adopt 
so  severe  a  measure.  As  long  as  they  retained  their  allegiance 
to  God  and  rejected  the  abominations  of  the  heathen,  there  was 
a  hope  and  a  possibility  that  they  might  repent  of  other  sins. 
but  when  men  obstinately  turn  away  from  God,  and  will  not 
hearken  to  his  warnings,  all  hope  of  repentance  is  at  an  end, 
and  there  is  no  alternative  but  just  judgment.  But  was  this 
the  case  in  the  second  temple  ?  Were  the  Jews  then  obstinate 
idolaters?  Had  they  images  amongst  them,  and  did  they 
pollute  the  second  temple  with  such  abominations  of  the 
heathen  ?  No,  rather  than  bow  down  to  images,  they  willingly 
endured  every  torture,  and  offered  up  even  their  lives  as  a 
sacrifice  to  the  truth,  and  when  the  second  temple  was 
destroyed,  there  was  not  amongst  Israel  a  single  vestige  of 
idolatry.  Never,  in  the  whole  course  of  their  history,  from  the 
going  forth  out  of  Egypt  to  that  day,  was  there  such  an 
apparently  scrupulous  observation  of  the  letter  of  the  law,  and 
never  had  Israel  had  so  many  learned  men  devoted  to  the  study 
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of  the  commandments.  What  then  could  be  the  cause  of  the 
second  desolation  ?  ft  was  not  idolatry,  but  it  must  have  been 
something  equally  odious  in  the  sight  of  God,  and  it  must  have 
been  a  sin  committed  equally  by  the  priests  and  the  people. 
You  observe  that  in  the  above  description  of  the  first  destruc 
tion,  it  is  said,  "  All  the  chief  of  the  priests,  and  the  people 
transgressed  very  much."  If  the  priests  had  remained  faithful 
to  their  God,  He  would  not  have  destroyed  their  temple,  for 
there  would  have  been  hope,  that,  by  their  exertions  and 
teaching,  the  people  might  be  brought  to  a  better  mind.  Or, 
if  the  people  had  remained  faithful,  God  would  not  have 
punished  the  people  for  the  sins  of  the  priests  ;  he  would  have 
cut  off  the  wicked  priests  and  raised  up  others  according  to  his 
own  heart.  Nothing  short  of  the  unanimous  wickedness  of 
priests  and  people  could  have  brought  on  so  great  a  calamity. 
In  like  manner  we  infer  that  the  cause  of  the  second  destruc 
tion  was  not  any  partial  wickedness,  but  some  sin,  of  which 
both  priests  and  people  were  guilty,  that  drew  down  that 
calamity.  And,  further,  it  must  have  been  a  sin  against  which 
they  were  warned  by  special  messengers  of  God.  When  the 
priests  and  the  people  fell  into  idolatry,  God  did  not  immediately 
destroy  the  first  temple.  He  first  tried  whether  they  would 
listen  to  his  warnings  and  repent,  and  therefore  "  he  sent  to 
them  by  his  messengers,  rising  up  betimes,  and  sending;  because 
he  had  compassion  on  his  people,  and  on  his  dwelling-place." 
Now,  surely,  when  we  see  that  God  showed  such  compassion, 
when  He  was  about  to  send  so  small  a  calamity  as  the  seventy 
years'  captivity,  we  may  safely  infer  that  he  would  not  bring 
the  more  tremendous  judgment  of  eighteen  hundred  years' 
desolation,  without  exhibiting  a  compassion  proportionate  to 
the  coming  infliction.  In  the  former  case  he  sent  special 
messengers  and  prophets  to  warn  them,  he  must  also  have  acted 
similarly  before  the  second  destruction.  Who,  then,  were  the 
messengers  and  the  prophets  that  warned  the  Jews  of  their 
sin  ?  The  Jews  say,  that  during  the  second  temple  there  was 
no  prophecy  ;  but  is  it  possible  to  imagine  that  the  God  of  Israel 
would  shut  up  his  bowels  of  compassion,  and  pity  neither  his 
people  nor  his  dwelling-place,  but  give  them  both  over  to  the 
most  dreadful  visitation  that  ever  descended  on  a  nation  without 
one  word  of  warning  ?  When  he  was  about  to  destroy  Nineveh 
he  first  sent  Jonah  to  call  them  to  repentance,  and  when  his 
judgments  were  about  to  descend  upon  Babylon,  the  words  of 
warning  were  miraculously  written  on  the  wall ;  can  we  sup 
pose,  then,  that  God  would  not  have  as  much  mercy  on  Jeru 
salem  and  the  Jews  as  on  Babylon  and  Nineveh?  The  supposition 
is  utterly  inconsistent  with  God's  character  and  dealings.  There 
must  have  been  prophets  who  announced  the  coming  judgment 
and  warned  the  people  of  their  sin.  Who  were  they,  then,  and 
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I  what  was  that  sin  equal  to  idolatry  which  priests  and  people 
J  committed  and  obstinately  persevered  in,  despite  of  all  warning, 
n iid  in  which  their  descendants  still  persevere  ?  Idolatry  is  a 
j  departure  from  the  true  God,  and  the  setting  up  a  false  system 
j  of  religious  worship.  Now  it  is  granted  that  the  Jews  did  not 
make  images,  but  did  they  set  up  a  false  system  of  worship  and 
religion  contrary  to  the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  prophets  ? 
Let  the  oral  law  and  the  Jewish  Prayer-books  answer  that 
question.  We  have  shown  in  these  papers  that  the  oral  law, 
sanctioned  by  the  Jewish  Prayer-books,  is  directly  at  variance 
with  the  written  Word  of  God.  It  teaches  the  Jews  to  put 
trust  in  amulets,  charms,  and  magic,  which  are  mere  heathenism. 
It  teaches  a  cruel  and  unmerctful  system  for  the  Jews,  gives 
false  ideas  of  the  character  of  God,  and  actually  forbids  the  Jews 
to  love  their  Gentile  brethren  as  themselves.  The  setting  up  of 
j  this  system  was  the  great  sin  which  priests  and  people  all  joined 
I  in  committing,  and  in  which  their  posterity  still  continue. 
I  They  were  warned  against  this  sin  :  God  sent  them  extraordi 
nary  messengers,  He  sent  them  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  the  prophet 
lite  unto  Moses,  and  the  Messiah.  The  great  burden  of  his 
preaching  was  against  this  false  religion,  the  oral  law,  but  they 
would  not  hearken  to  his  words.  Priests  and  people  conspirecl 
together  to  reject  and  crucify  him.  Here,  then,  was  the  result 
of  the  false  system  which  they  adopted.  The  oral  law  was  the 
tree,  the  rejection  of  the  Messiah  the  fruits.  But  still  the  Lord 
had  compassion  upon  his  people,  and  upon  his  dwelling-place, 
he  spared  them  yet  for  forty  years,  and  in  the  meanwhile  sent 
his  apostles  to  warn  them  and  testify  against  their  iniquity ; 
"  but  they  mocked  the  messengers  of  God,  and  despised  his 
words,  and  misused  his  prophets,  until  the  wrath  of  the  Lord 
arose  against  his  people,  till  there  was  no  remedy,"  and  he 
gave  them  into  the  hands  of  the  Romans.  Because  they  rejected 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  and  his  disciples,  the  temple  and  city  were 
desolated.  The  Jews  have  been  taught  to  think  that  Jesus  and 
his  disciples  were  deceivers,  but  let  them  consider  this  fact,  that, 
if  they  were,  God  himself  has  sealed  the  truth  of  their  assertions 
by  the  acts  of  His  Providence.  The  preservation  of  the  temple 
and  city  to  this  day  would  have  been  incontestable  evidence 
that  they  were  deceivers.  Had  no  judgments  followed  upon 
the  crucifixion  of  Jesus,  it  would  have  been  evident  to  all 
mankind,  that  he  was  not  what  he  pretended  to  be.  But  if 
he  was  indeed  the  Messiah,  the  strongest  possible  attestation 
that  God  could  give,  was  the  exemplary  punishment  of  those 
who  crucified  him,  and  this  God  has  given.  They  crucified 
Jesus,  and  God  destroyed  the  temple  and  scattered  the  people. 
Without  this,  the  religion  of  Jesus  never  could  have  triumphed 
as  it  has  done.  If  the  temple  were  still  standing,  and  the  Jews 
in  their  land,  they  could  point  to  the  temple  ana  say,  '•  See  that 
L  2 
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temple,  the  monument  of  God's  favour  and  presence,  it  is 
still  amongst  us,  and  shows  that  Jesus  could  not  have  been 
the  Messiah.  If  he  had  been  the  Messiah,  God  would  not 
have  left  us  this  unequivocal  testimony  of  his  favour."  But 
this  proof  of  their  righteousness  God  has  taken  away, 
and  that  within  forty  years  after  the  crucifixion  of  Jesus ; 
so  that  God  himself  has  given  the  strongest  possible  at 
testation  to  the  truth  of  his  claims.  Let  any  reflective 
Israelite  calmly  consider  this,  that,  if  Jesus  was  not  what  he 
claimed  to  be,  his  crucifixion  was  the  most  meritorious  act  that 
the  Jews  ever  performed.  They  thereby  did  what  they  could 
to  stay  the  progress  of  a  false  religion  that  was  to  overrun  the 
world,  and  to  uphold  the  truth ;  can  they,  then,  suppose  that 
God  would  punish  them  for  doing  that  which  was  right,  and 
give  the  sacred  sanction  of  His  providence  to  him  that  was 
doing  wrong  ?  When  Phinehas,  the  son  of  Eleazar,  slew  the 
Israelite  and  the  Midianitish  woman  with  his  spear,  the  plague 
was  stayed  from  Israel,  and  can  we  imagine  that  the  high 
priests  who  condemned  Jesus  would  have  had  a  less  reward  if 
his  claims  had  been  false  ?  If  Christianity  be  not  true,  then 
God  himself  has  interposed  to  crush  the  truth,  and  to  build  up 
falsehood.  If  Christianity  be  true,  then  God  could  do  nothing 
more  to  attest  its  truth  than  he  has  done  by  the  destruction 
of  the  temple.  There  was  but  one  unanswerable  argument 
against  Christianity,  and  that  was  the  existence  of  the  temple; 
but  God  himself  has  answered  that  argument  by  taking  away 
the  temple,  and.  therefore  we  infer  that  as  God  has  done  all 
that  he  could  to  establish  the  truth  of  Christianity,  it  must 
be  true. 

The  Jews  think  that  if  Jesus  had  been  the  Messiah,  it  is 
impossible  that  the  priests  and  learned  men  of  his  time  could 
have  rejected  him.  But  the  events  which  they  commemorate 
on  the  ninth  of  Av  show  the  untenableness  of  this  argument. 
On  this  day  the  Jews  commemorate,  first  of  all,  the  decree 
that  the  Israelites  should  die  in  the  wilderness.  And  why 
did  they  die  in  the  wilderness  ?  Because  they  would  not 
believe  in  Moses.  "  And  all  the  children  of  Israel  murmured 
against  Moses  and  against  Aaron  :  and  the  whole  congregation 
said  unto  them,  Would  God  that  we  had  died  in  the  land  of 
Egypt !  or  would  God  that  we  had  died  in  this  wilderness ! 
And  they  said  one  to  another,  Let  us  make  a  captain,  and  let 
us  return  into  Egypt."  (Numbers  xiv.  2.)  Yet  they  had  seen 
the  plagues  of  Egypt,  and  they  had  passed  through  the  Ked 
Sea,  and  were  at  that  moment  supplied  miraculously  with 
food,  but  for  all  that  they  did  not  believe,  and  that  "  The 
whole  congregation."  Will  any  Jew  say,  that  this  unbelief 
proves  that  Moses  was  a  false  prophet  ?  If  not,  why  not  ? 
Every  argument,  that  will  prove  that  the  unbelief  of  that 
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(generation  is  no  argument  against  the  claims  of  Moses,  will 
'equally  demonstrate  that  the  unbelief  of  the  Jews  in  the  time 
iof  Jesus  is  no  argument  against  his  Messiahship.  If  it  was 
possible  for  them  to  disbelieve  the  word  of  Moses,  after  all 
that  they  had  seen,  it  is  equally  possible  that  they  should 
have  rejected  Christ. 

But  remark  here,  it  was  only  the  old  generation  that 
God  sentenced  to  die  in  the  wilderness.  The  children 
who  did  not  participate  in  the  unbelief  of  their  fathers 
icntered  into  the  land.  Now  if  anything  similar  had  hap 
pened  to  the  Jews  since  the  destruction  of  the  second 
temple,  that  is,  if  after  a  few  years'  captivity  they  had  re 
turned  to  their  land  without  becoming  Christians,  they  might 
then  argue  that  the  rejection  of  Jesus  was  not  the  sin  for 
which  they  were  exiled.  They  might  say,  we  have  not 
[become  Christians,  and  yet  God  has  restored  us  ;  it  is  plain 
(therefore  that  this  was  not  the  cause  of  the  second  desolation. 
|But  God's  dealings  have  been  just  the  reverse.  The  Jewish 
nation  have  gone  on  from  century  to  century,  fasting  and 
humbling  themselves  before  the  God  of  their  fathers,  and  yet 
he  does  not  restore  them,  a  plain  token  that  they  still  parti 
cipate  in  the  sin  of  their  fathers.  And  a  plainer  proof  still 
of  the  truth  of  Christianity,  for  God  still  continues  the  pro 
vidential  act,  whereby  he  originally  proved  that  Christianity 
was  true.  Israel  still  rejects  Christianity,  and  therefore 
Israel  still  continues  in  dispersion.  The  only  argument,  that 
could  even  appear  to  prove  that  the  rejection  of  Jesus  was  not 
the  cause  of  the  second  desolation,  would  be  the  restoration  of 
the  Jews  in  an  unconverted  state.  But  that  argument  God  re 
fuses  to  grant,  and  has  refused  it  to  his  beloved  people  for  many 
centuries.  If  Judaism  be  true,  why  should  he  thus  continue 
to  declare  against  it  ?  If  Christianity  be  false,  why  should 
he  from  century  to  century  stamp  it  with  the  seal  of  truth  ? 

But,  in  the  next  place,  the  Jews  commemorate  the  destruc 
tion  of  the  first  temple,  that  is,  they  commemorate  the  idolatry 
of  the  chief  priests  and  the  people.  They  remember  that  the 
learned  and  the  unlearned  of  the  nation  rejected  the  true  God 
and  turned  to  dumb  idols.  How  then  can  the  Jews  say  that 
it  is  impossible  for  a  nation,  that  openly  rejected  the  God  of 
their  fathers,  to  reject  the  Messiah  ?  There  can  be  no  greater 
proof  of  folly  and  wickedness  than  to  reject  God  and  worship 
i  stock  or  a  stone  ;  but  of  this  Israel  has  been  guilty,  and 
because  of  this  sin  the  first  temple  was  destroyed.  The  man 
who  rejects  the  true  God  will  also  reject  his  messenger.  But 
Israel  has  done  the  one,  why  then  should  it  be  denied  that 
hey  could  do  the  other  ?  Tne  only  possible  answer  that  can 
be  given  is,  that  the  priests  and  the  people  were  a  great  deal 
wiser  and  better  in  the  days  of  Jesus  than  in  those  of  the  first 
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temple.  But  if  this  be  true,  why  was  the  temple  destroyed  ? 
why  were  those  who  were  so  much  wiser  and  better,  punished 
with  a  more  dreadful  punishment  than  those  who  were  so 
much  more  foolish  and  wicked  ?  If  we  are  to  judge  of  the 
comparative  wisdom  and  piety  of  the  two  by  the  measure  of 
punishment,  then  we  must  say,  that  the  idolatrous  priests 
and  people  of  the  first  temple  were  a  great  deal  wiser  and 
better  than  the  priests  and  people  of  the  second  temple,  for 
the  former  escaped,  after  a  captivity  of  seventy  years,  the 
latter  have  been  exiled  for  seventeen  centuries.  The  tre 
mendous  nature  of  the  punishment  would  show,  that  the 
priests  and  people,  who  rejected  Jesus,  were  more  wicked  than 
their  idolatrous  forefathers,  and  if  so,  their  testimony  against 
Jesus  is  of  no  value. 

But  the  Jews  also  commemorate  on  this  day  the  destruction 
of  the  city  of  Either,  that  is,  they  commemorate  the  folly  of 
all  their  greatest  rabbies  in  following  an  impostor,  and  be 
lieving  in  him  as  their  Messiah.  There  Bar  Kochav  took 
refuge  with  those  whom  he  deluded.  Rambam  says,  "All 
Israel,  and  the  greatest  of  their  wise  men,  imagined  him  to 
be  the  Messiah,"  and  we  know  that  the  famous  Rabbi  Akiva 
was  amongst  the  number.  Here,  then,  we  have  practical  proof 
that  the  judgment  of  those  rabbies,  who  rejected  Jesus,  was 
not  to  be  depended  upon.  If  they  had  succeeded  in  their 
efforts,  they  would  have  taught  all  Israel  to  believe  in  an 
impostor  ;  but  the  providence  of  God  gave  them  all  over  to 
destruction  in  the  very  act  of  following  a  false  prophet.  And 
yet  these  are  the  men  who  have  handed  down  the  oral  law, 
and  compiled  the  precepts  of  rabbinic  religion ;  men,  whom 
the  Jews  themselves  tell  us,  were  the  followers  of  a  false 
prophet  and  the  dupes  of  an  impostor.  How  can  they 
possibly  believe  in  a  system  which  has  such  men  for  its 
authors;  men  who  seduced  thousands  and  tens  of  thousands 
of  Israel  to  plunge  themselves  into  ruin  ?  If  Rabbi  Akiva, 
and  his  colleagues,  had  not  espoused  the  cause  of  Bar  Kochav, 
he  could  never  have  succeeded  in  deluding  such  numbers  of 
Israelites  ;  they,  therefore,  are  answerable  for  that  dreadful 
calamity.  But  when  the  Jews  of  the  present  day  comme- 
memorate  that  sore  affliction,  should  they  not  remember  also 
that  it  is  high  time  to  give  up  that  religious  system  that  was 
the  cause  of  it,  and  of  all  the  evils  that  have  since  followed ; 
or  at  least  seriously  and  carefully  investigate  a  religion, 
fidelity  to  which  is  compatible  with  the  departure  of  God's 
favour,  the  destruction  of  the  temple,  and  a  long  and  awful 
captivity  ? 
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IN  our  last  number  but  one  the  Bible-doctrine,  that  true 
religion  must  necessarily  promote  the  happiness  of  man,  was 
laid  down  as  the  basis  of  our  reasonings.  The  truth  of  the 
principle  is  admitted  by  every  thinking  man,  whether  Jew 
or  Christian  ;  but  plain  as  it  is,  it  is  frequently  overlooked, 
and  a  large  portion  of  mankind  is  accustomed  to  look  on 
religion  and  its  ordinances,  not  as  blessings  in  themselves, 
nor  as  a  course  of  moral  discipline  devised  by  the  wisdom  of 
God  for  the  good  of  man,  but  as  a  system  of  arbitrary  enact 
ments  instituted  to  give  men  an  opportunity  of  treasuring  up 
I  a  store  of  merit,  and  of  earning  an  eternal  reward.  Hence 
in  all  the  superstitions,  which  man  has  invented,  we  perceive 
an  undue  regard  for  the  mere  external  act  ;  and  an  expecta 
tion  that  the  performance  of  the  act  will  ensure  the  Divine 
favour.  Thus  the  modern  Hindoo  stands  on  a  sharp  spike, 
or  suspends  his  poor  body  by  an  iron  hook,  or  offers  it  to  be 
crushed  under  the  wheels  of  the  idol's  chariot,  and  thinks 
thereby  to  purchase  eternal  felicity.  And  thus  also  the  more 
ancient  idolaters,  the  worshippers  of  Baal,  in  the  time  of 
their  need,  wounded  themselves  with  knives  and  lances,  and 
expected  that  for  such  meritorious  religious  observances  their 
prayers  should  be  heard  and  that  they  should  have  a  blessing. 
But  it  is  possible,  without  professing  a  totally  false  religion, 
to  view  God's  true  commandments  in  the  same  light,  and 
overlooking  the  spirit  and  the  object  of  his  institution,  to 
fix  the  whole  attention  upon  the  letter  or  outward  act,  and 
the  quantum  of  reward  which  it  may  purchase.  This  the 
rabbies  have  done,  particularly,  in  reference  to  the  institution 
of  the  Sabbath-day.  They  appear  to  have  forgotten  alto 
gether  that  the  Sabbath  was  made  for  man  as  a  blessing  and 
means  of  grace,  and  have  therefore  in  their  attempts  to  pro 
mote  the  observance  of  the  day,  entirely  sacrificed  the  peace, 
comfort,  and  happiness  of  man  to  the  mere  appearance  of 
preserving  the  letter  of  the  command  inviolate.  Their  fun 
damental  idea  of  keeping  the  Sabbath-day  is,  that  it  is  an 
act  of  obedience  whereby  something  may  be  purchased. 
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"  We  read  in  the  sixteenth  chapter  of  the  treatise  Shabbath, 
R.  Johanan  says,  in  the  name  of  R.  Jose,  that  to  every  one 
who  makes  the  Sabbath  a  delight,  an  infinite  inheritance  is 
given.  Rav  Nachman,  the  son  of  Isaac  says,  He  shall,  be 
sides,  be  delivered  from  serving  the  monarchies.  R.  Judah 
says,  Rav  says,  To  every  one  who  makes  the  Sabbath  a 
delight,  the  desires  of  his  heart  are  given.  R.  Chiia,  the  son 
of  Abba,  says,  in  the  name  of  Rabbi  Johanan,  whosoever  keeps 
the  Sabbath  according  to  its  constitutions,  even  though  he  were 
an  idolater  like  Enosh,  he  shall  be  forgiven.  R.  Judah  says, 
Rav  says,  If  Israel  would  keep  the  first  Sabbath  according  to 
its  constitutions,  no  nation  nor  tongue  should  rule  over  them. 
R.  Simeon,  the  son  of  Jochai,  says,  If  Israel  would  keep  two 
Sabbaths,  they  should  be  immediately  delivered."  (Arbah 
Turim.  Orach  Chaim,  §  242.)  Thus  the  rabbies  sanction  the 
false  and  superstitious  notion,  that  an  external  act  can  pur 
chase  the  favour  of  God,  and  even  atone  for  the  most  atrocious 
violation  of  the  divine  law.  The  Israelites  are  taught  to 
believe  that  if  they  would  only  observe  the  Sabbath  according 
to  the  rabbinic  constitution,  all  their  other  transgressions 
would  immediately  be  forgiven,  and  they  themselves  restored 
to  the  land  of  their  fathers,  and  in  the  meanwhile  the  indi 
vidual  sinner  is  told  not  to  be  uneasy,  for  that  if  he  had  com 
mitted  idolatry,  the  most  heinous  offence  against  God,  the 
observation  of  the  rabbinical  precepts  respecting  the  Sabbath 
will  wipe  away  the  score.  What  then  will  he  think,  who  has 
ever  kept  himself  outwardly  from  this  capital  offence,  and  only 
been  guilty,  as  he  thinks,  of  sinning  against  his  neighbour  ? 
He  will  make  sure  that  the  Sabbath  observance  will  wipe  out 
the  week's  reckoning,  and  commence  his  sinful  career  again 
the  following  week  with  the  assurance  that  if  he  only  live  until 
the  Sabbath-day,  he  can  make  all  good  again.  And  thus  the 
Sabbath-day,  ordained  by  God  for  the  purpose  of  nurturing 
true  religious  feeling,  is  by  the  oral  law  turned  into  the  means 
of  eradicating  all  religious  principle  out  of  the  heart.  The 
end  for  which  the  external  observance  was  instituted,  is  not 
only  forgotten,  but  misrepresented.  The  holy  affections  which  it 
was  meant  to  produce  and  nourish  as  a  preparation  for  eternity 
are  overlooked,  and  the  mere  outward  form  held  up  as  the 
price  which  men  are  to  pay  for  eternal  felicity. 

That  the  rabbinical  laws  are  almost  altogether  occupied 
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the  merest  external  observances  will  be  plain  to  any  one 
;dio  will  take  the  trouble  to  read  them  through.  Take,  for 
nstanoe,  some  of  the  laws  which  refer  to  the  keeping  food 
ivarm  on  the  Sabbath-day  :  — 

-is  Tiara  -irea  is  trsn  ^  bs  m-rp  i^rraE 

ratcrt  b3  Tobini  D^btznna  nni  n^bra  ^22 
anios  cnttf  nns-r  rrc  -12-12  ten  rarcn  mis 
sbtt?  b^ttnn  TS^D  »  racn  o^brca  nnrr  satz? 
73-12  ho  lEnin  Hbtp  )^m  13-12  b3 
ib  nc>  sin  pEtt2EZP  pf  b3i  13-12  b3  bffi"<2tp 
naintz?  5"3?s  nst^n  t27sn  >na  b2?  mis  ]"ntt7n 
a^btrnb  ^13  n^bnra  nnn^  sntr?  mna  »  ci> 
is  2?sn  *pn  as  is^sb   r  ipn^b  n3  is 
is  npin  jnitfcn  nmyan  is  ncsn  n-r»3n 
p^ontr?  is  ncsn  ^013^3  ?n  ^ntt?  n^bn:n 
27  ^s  ^nntr  npi  nnn2^bb^3  is  rarra  is 
Ton  *>nntt7  n>br   ninrcb  nnia  nt  nn 


'  It  is  lawful  to  leave  a  pot  on  the  fire,  or  meat  in  the  oven 
r  upon  the  coals,  and  although  the  cooking  thus  continues,  it 
s  lawful  to  eat  them  on  the  Sabbath.  But  in  this  matter  there 
xe  some  things  forbidden,  and  the  cause  of  the  prohibition 
3  lest  any  man  should  stir  the  fire  on  the  Sabbath.  For 
xample,  food  that  has  not  been  cooked  as  much  as  it  requires, 
r  hot  water  that  has  not  been  sufficiently  heated,  or  food 
diich  has  had  the  requisite  cooking,  but  which  improves  all 
he  time  that  it  is  left  to  stew,  must  not  be  left  on  the  fire  on 
he  Sabbath,  even  though  it  may  have  been  placed  there, 
vhilst  it  was  yet  day  on  the  Friday.  This  has  been  decreed, 
est  one  should  stir  the  coals  in  order  to  finish  the  cooking 
hereof,  or  to  stew  it.  Therefore,  if  the  fire  be  swept  up,  or 
overed  with  ashes,  or  with  the  coarse  part  of  flax,  or 
P  the  coals  have  ceased  to  glow,  for  then  they  are  looked 
pon  as  covered  with  ashes,  or  if  the  fire  had  been  made 
rith  straw  or  stubble,  or  with  the  dung  of  small  cattle, 
lien,  as  there  are  no  burning  coals,  it  is  lawful  to  leave 
tie  food  there  on  the  Sabbath,  tor  in  this  case  the  man's  mind 
be  turned  away  from  the  cooking,  and  the  only  object 
f  the  decree  is,  lest  the  fire  should  be  stirred."  (Hilchoth 
>habbath,  c.  iii.  3.)  No  one  can  deny  that  this  passage  pre- 
cribes  the  merest  outward  observances.  The  general  principle 
that  it  is  not  lawful  to  stir  the  fire  on  the  Sabbath,  for  that 
eould  be  doing  work,  and  from  this  follow  those  other  pro- 
iibitions  of  all  things  which  might  tempt  a  man  to  be  guilty 
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of  this  grave  offence.  But  they  all  refer  to  outward  acts,  from 
which  it  is  easy  for  any  one,  without  any  great  exertion  of 
self-denial,  or  any  advance  in  moral  discipline,  to  abstain,  and 
yet  he  has  all  the  merit  and  satisfaction  of  the  most  self- 
denying  piety,  and  thinks  that  he  is  thereby  paying  a  part  of 
the  price  of  his  salvation,  and  making  atonement  for  the 
gravest  moral  transgressions  of  which  he  may  have  been 
guilty  during  the  week.  Take,  again,  the  following  precepts, 
and  say  whether  they  be  not  of  the  very  same  character : — 

0*0  insi  ram  msn  -p-a  ib  -p^nntp  *»n 
-insb  PI«  vonb  10*0  ?rr  -nnni  n:aa  ins 
ns^n  h-ren  ON  bn«    » -nnnn  bs  iarra^  N 
DV  TOnn  iTb  nsn  p  CN  sbs  v-oab  narpb 
•nnnn  bs  nama1*  ^-oa  ins  ^N  t  ID^D  N^in 
f  Tins1^  nstp  bm  iann  bitt>b  -inm  "jbin 
a?"ini  man  ins  n>n   i  vbs  iDn^-»  ^b^ 
inwb  naan^  Kbi  ni^nn  bs  larw  ]topi 

iz?-in  las  n^n  f  inias  DT«  cntz?  jva  nbwa 

bbs  nsi  ib  7"st&  ^b  ntoi»b 
i n  i  nsi  bb^b  win^  •jtopntt?  ntoic^b 
nt  «bi  nt  wb  ins  r«  » ns-»^  ^nb 

:  nin«  snnsn  nina  mno 

"  If  a  man  travelling  on  the  Sabbath-eve  be  overtaken 
by  night,*  and  has  with  him  a  purse,  and  there  be  also 
with  him  a  Gentile  and  an  ass,  let  him  give  his  purse 
to  the  Gentile,  even  after  it  be  dark,  but  let  him  not  lay 
it  on  the  ass.f  But  if  he  find  anything,  he  may  not  give 
it  to  the  Gentile,  unless  it  came  into  his  hand  whilst  it 
was  yet  day,  for  then  it  is  a  similar  case  to  that  of  his  purse. 
If  there  be  no  Gentile  with  him,  then  let  him  lay  it  on  the 
ass,  whilst  he  is  moving,  but  let  him  take  great  care  to  take  it 
off  every  time  he  stands  still.  But  when  he  begins  to  move 
again,  then  let  him  lay  it  on.  If  there  be  with  him  an 
ass,  and  a  deaf  and  dumb  person,  an  idiot  and  a  child,  then  let 
him  lay  it  on  the  ass,  but  let  him  not  give  it  to  one  of  these, 
for  they  are  human  beings  like  himself.  If  there  be  with 
him  a  deaf  and  dumb  person  and  an  idiot,  let  him  give  it  to 
the  idiot,  as  he  has  no  understanding  at  all.  If  an  idiot  and  a 
child,  let  him  give  it  to  the  idiot,  for  the  child  will  be  reckoned 
amongst  those  that  have  understanding.  If  a  deaf  and  dumb 

*  That  is,  if  the  Sabbath  commence  before  he  can  get  to  a  resting-place. 

t  :  '1:331  «bi  inmtD  "»•  rmso  nnx  Tram 

For  thou,  art  commanded  respecting  the  resting  of  the  ass,  but  not  respecting 
tUat  of  the  Gentile. 
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I  person  and  a  child,  let  him  give  it  to  whichever  he  pleases. 
j  If  there  be  with  him  neither  one  nor  the  other,  let  him  move 
!  it  along  gradually,  each  time  less  than  four  ells."  (Orach 
I  Chaim,  sec.  266.)  Here  again  the  great  concern  is  to  observe 
!  the  form  and  letter  of  the  rabbinical  command,  which  repre 
sents  the  carrying  of  a  purse  on  the  Sabbath-day  as  work,  and 
|  therefore  unlawful.  The  law  of  Moses  says  nothing  either  one 
way  or  the  other,  but  leaves  it  to  every  man's  conscience. 
The  rabbies  who  made  it  unlawful  soon  found  that  serious 
inconvenience  might  arise,  as  in  the  case  of  a  man  on  a 
journey  overtaken  by  the  Sabbath,  before  he  could  get  to  a 
resting-place.  What  is  he  to  do,  is  he  to  leave  his  purse 
behind  rather  than  profane  the  Sabbath?  That  alternative 
the  Pharisees  did  not  like,  and  therefore  set  their  wits  to  work 
to  devise  some  plan,  whereby  the  outward  form  might  be 
observed,  and  yet  the  purse  be  safely  conveyed  along  with  its 
proprietor.  In  the  first  place,  they  allow  it  to  be  given  to 
a  Gentile,  but  every  man  of  common  sense  will  see  that  this 
only  saves  the  outward  appearance,  for  it  be  unlawful  to  carry 
the  purse,  it  must  be  equally  unlawful  to  cause  it  to  be  carried, 
for  he  who  commands  or  causes  work  to  be  done  is  really  and 
in  the  sight  of  God  the  doer,  just  as  he  who  hires  a  man 
to  murder  a  third  person  is  in  reality  the  murderer.  If, 
therefore,  the  Jew  dare  not  carry  the  purse  himself,  neither 
may  he  give  it  to  a  Gentile,  nor  an  idiot,  nor  a  child,  nor  even 
lay  it  upon  his  ass.  This  case  only  shows  the  insincerity  of 
the  Scribes  and  Pharisees,  and  their  love  of  money  rather  than 
of  God's  commandment.  In  other  cases  they  lay  it  down 
as  a  law  that  no  Jew  is  to  ask  a  Gentile  to  do  work  for 
him  on  the  Sabbath  :  — 


ratzn  rDsbrs  iab  mrasb  •nib 
ratsn  n-npn  ib  lEstp  Q"B«I  rat&n  bs 
raz&n  nnsb  sbs  n^sbn  nmsb  -pns 
ratp  rrnn  wbtp  >ID  ansio  •nmn  HIDS  rrc  -mi 
:  prm  mtzwb  is-n^  irrosa  nbp 

"  It  is  unlawful  to  tell  a  Gentile  to  do  work  for  us  on  the 
Sabbath,  although  the  Sabbath  command  is  not  binding  upon 
him,  and  although  he  told  him  before  the  Sabbath,  and  even 
though  he  should  not  require  that  work  until  after  the  Sabbath. 
This  prohibition  is  of  the  words  of  the  Scribes,  and  was  made 
to  prevent  Israelites  from  thinking  lightly  of  the  Sabbath,  and 
thus  coming  at  last  to  do  the  work  themselves."  (Hilchoth 
Shabbath,  c.  vi.  1.)  Here,  then,  the  very  thing  which  is  allowed 
above,  is  expressly  forbidden  on  the  authority  of  the  Scribes, 
and  consequently  a  transgression  would  make  a  man  liable  to 
be  flogged,  as  is  expressly  stated  in  this  chapter  :  — 
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IT  roNba  ib  mtzrob  *>iab  -IESE 
mamb  ib  ima  /  HIT-IB  HDD  inns  'DEi  "1237127  c 

rowba 


"  An  Israelite  who  tells  a  Gentile  to  do  a  certain  work  for 
him  on  the  Sabbath,  although  he  has  transgressed,  and  is,  to  be 
flogged  with  the  flogging  of  rebellion,  yet  he  may  lawfully 
make  use  of  that  work  when  the  Sabbath  is  over,  if  he  wait  as 
long  as  it  would  take  to  accomplish  the  work."  (Ibid.  8.) 
These  two  passages,  then,  plainly  contradict  each  other.  The 
one  says  it  is  unlawful  to  tell  a  Gentile  to  do  work  on  the 
Sabbath,  and  that  he  who  does  so  is  to  be  flogged.  The  other 
permits  a  Jew  to  give  a  Gentile  his  purse  to  carry,  and  this  is 
work,  or  else  the  Jew  might  carry  it  himself.  Now  if  the 
latter  case  be  lawful,  then  the  former  is  also  lawful  ;  and  it  is. 
most  cruel  and  tyrannical  to  flog  a  man  for  doing  what  is 
lawful.  On  the  other  hand,  if,  according  to  the  general  rule, 
it  be  unlawful,  then  it  is  plainly  unlawful  in  this  particular 
case  ;  and  it  is  plain  that  the  Scribes,  with  all  their  pretensions, 
thought  it  better  to  transgress  what  they  considered  a  Divine 
command,  then  to  lose  their  money.  But  if  the  traveller  has 
got  neither  an  ass,  nor  an  idiot,  nor  a  Gentile  with  him,  then 
there  is  apparently  no  way  of  escape,  for  it  is  unlawful, 
according  to  the  oral  law,  to  carry  any  burden  more  than  a 
distance  of  four  ells  on  the  Sabbath-day  ;  and  one  would 
naturally  expect,  that  those  who  punish  a  profanation  of  the 
Sabbath  with  stoning  or  flogging  —  that  is,  who  spare  neither 
human  blood  nor  life  —  would  tell  him  to  leave  his  purse,  rather 
than  transgress  the  Divine  command.  But  no,  they  tell  him 
to  carry  it  less  than  four  ells,  then  to  lay  it  down,  take  it  up 
and  carry  it  again  a  distance  of  less  than  four  ells,  and  thus, 
bit  by  bit,  carry  it  to  the  first  inn.  Here,  again,  there  is  an 
appearance  of  preserving  the  letter  of  the  rabbinical  command  ; 
but  no  man  in  his  senses  can  see  that  there  is  any  real  differ 
ence  between  carrying  it  at  one  turn,  or  at  five  hundred  short 
turns  of  less  than  four  ells,  the  whole  distance  is  just  the  same, 
and  the  work  just  the  same  in  the  sight  of  God.  Either  it  is 
altogether  lawful,  and  then  the  rabbinical  precepts  appear  as 
folly  and  tyranny,  or  it  is  altogether  unlawful,  and  then  these 
precepts  appear  as  a  mere  evasion  and  a  trick.  But,  in  every 
case,  a  cheap  way  is  presented  for  purchasing  salvation,  and 
atoning  for  past  sin.  There  is  no  great  exertion  of  moral  prin 
ciple  necessary  to  make  the  traveller  let  another  person,  or  an 
ass  carry  his  purse  to  an  inn. 

Another  part  of  the  rabbinical  mode  of  observing  the 
Sabbath,  the  preparation  of  the  Sabbath  table,  has  just  the  same 
tendency  to  direct  the  mind  to  the  mere  external  act  :— 
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rvns  is-nn 

nntt?n  ^nsbn  'w  wan  -a 
ins  wnb  noasn  rpaa  razz?  msn  cnwb 
jnbttn  pibi  -13  HS»  in^nb  H:H&D  21 
73  Nrw  pn  TP  -icnw  mta  "]sb»  rosra 
nsi  irro  bsn  p«  naw  ^-i  -fwbni  nsnn 
nsnn  nntrb  ]3  sn>t&  ^in  w  iois  57-)     sba  isb 
:  irro 


"  Let  a  man  arrange  his  table  and  spread  the  couches,  and 
order  all  the  affairs  of  his  house,  that  he  may  find  it  ready  and 
ordered  when  he  returns  from  the  synagogue  ;  for  Rabbi  Jose 
says,  in  the  name  of  Rabbi  Chanina,  That  two  angels  accom 
pany  a  man  on  the  Sabbath  eve,  on  his  return  from  the 
synagogue,  the  one  good,  the  other  evil.  When  he  comes  to 
his  house,  if  the  Sabbath  lamp  be  found  lighted,  and  the  table 
prepared,  and  the  couch  spread,  the  good  angel  says,  God  grant 
that  it  may  be  so  the  next  Sabbath  ;  and  the  evil  angel  must 
say  Amen,  in  spite  of  himself.  But  if  this  be  not  the  case,  then 
the  evil  angel  says,  God  grant  that  it  may  be  so  on  the  next 
Sabbath,  and  then  the  good  spirit  must  say  Amen,  in  spite  of 
himself."  ^Orach  Chaiim,  §  262.)  Let  not  the  Israelite  think 
that  we  object  to  the  decent  and  reverential  preparation  of  the 
house  for  the  Sabbath,  that  is  all  right  and  proper  ;  but  to 
exalt  this  into  a  command,  and  represent  obedience  to  it  as  a 
meritorious  act,  is  to  turn  the  mind  to  trivial  outward  perfor 
mances,  and  to  teach  men  to  rest  on  them  as  on  the  great  duties 
of  religion.  And  here  the  mere  putting  of  the  house  into  order 
is  represented  as  so  grave  a  matter,  that  two  angels  are  sent 
home  with  every  Israelite  on  the  Sabbath  eve,  to  take  cog 
nizance  of  the  matter.  The  story  of  the  angels  is  evidently  a 
fable,  and  is  another  proof  of  the  fictitious  character  of  the  oral 
law  ;  but  it  shows  how  the  rabbies  wandered  from  the  substance 
of  religion  to  the  mere  shadow  of  external  observances.  The 
Sabbath  lamp  here  mentioned  is  another  instance  of  the 
same  kind  :  — 

Vrnn  win  m  IBST  ns>  -ID  nitr^b  -^nt 
n^b  pn  ns*>  imrcsb  in  bin^nb  nntz? 


"  Let  a  man  be  careful  to  have  a  handsome  lamp,  for  Rav 
Huna  says,  He  that  is  accustomed  to  take  great  care  in  trim 
ming  his  Sabbath  lamp  well,  will  have  children  who  shall  be 
disciples  of  the  wise,  i.e.  learned  men."  No  one  can  deny 
that  this  is  a  mere  external  act,  but  yet  it  is  represented  as 
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meritorious,  and  payment  is  promised  :  but  the  mode  in  which 
the  performance  is  required  is  still  more  calculated  to  promote 
the  idea,  that  this  external  act  is  of  great  importance  :  — 


-13  irrran  nvnb  ^n^n  n^tw  *rnsi  D^N  "rnsi 
DTfnQn  by  WRD  b:w  HE  ib  r«  "^s  ratzn  pib-r 
raii?  2313?  bb^n  nrtz?  -un  ns  p^nsi  pa?  npibi 
I3^nbw  ^  nnw  -jra  npbin  cnip  "j-ab 


:  raw 

"  Men  and  women  are  equally  obligated  to  have  a  lighted 
lamp  in  their  house  on  the  Sabbath.  Yea,  though  a  man  have 
nothing  to  eat,  he  must  beg  from  door  to  door,  and  get  oil,  and 
light  the  lamp,  for  this  is  an  essential  part  of  the  Sabbath 
delight.  He  is  also  bound  to  pronounce  the  benediction,  Blessed 
art  thou,  O  Lord,  King  of  the  world  !  who  has  sanctified  us  by 
his  commandments,  and  commanded  us  to  light  the  Sabbath 
lamp."  (Hilchoth  Shabbath,  c.  v.  1.)  Of  course  every  Jew, 
who  thinks  that  a  Sabbath  lamp  is  as  necessary  as  food,  and 
that  God  requires  it  even  from  him  that  has  no  food,  must 
think  that  it  is  of  great  value,  and  that  obedience  to  this  com 
mand  is  a  most  meritorious  act.  And  yet  all  must  confess  that 
it  is  a  mere  outward  performance,  which  may  be  observed  by 
him  who  has  neither  the  fear  nor  the  love  of  God.  The  tendency 
of  all  these  laws  is  the  same,  that  is,  to  draw  the  mind  away 
from  the  solemn  duties  of  religion,  and  to  persuade  the 
impenitent  sinner  that  these  observances  will  atone  for  his 
transgressions.  When  conscience  reminds  him  of  sins,  not  those 
which  he  has  committed  long  since,  of  which  he  has  repented, 
and  which  he  has  forsaken,  but  of  those  which  he  has  been 
committing  the  past  week,  and  intends  to  commit  again,  as  soon 
as  the  Sabbath  is  over,  it  is  silenced  by  an  enumeration  of  the 
various  acts  of  obedience,  which  are  to  be  set  down  at  the  other 
side  of  the  account.  He  remembers  that  he  has  never  left  a 
pot  of  victuals  on  a  forbidden  fire,  nor  carried  his  purse  on  the 
Sabbath-day  a  distance  of  more  than  four  ells,  nor  asked  a 
Gentile  to  do  work  for  him.  That,  on  the  contrary,  he  has 
always  prepared  his  table,  and  lighted  his  Sabbath  lamp,  and 
pronounced  the  benediction  ;  or,  in  other  words,  that  he  has 
kept  the  Sabbath  according  to  its  constitution,  and  that, 
therefore,  though  he  had  been  guilty  of  idolatry,  he  shall 
obtain  forgiveness.  Thus  these  rabbinic  precepts  have  a 
direct  tendency  to  mislead  the  multitude,  to  harden  them  in  sm» 
and  thus  to  make  and  keep  them  unfit  for  that  great  Sabbath* 
which  yet  remains  for  the  people  of  God. 
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THAT  religion,  which  is  true,  and  has  God  for  its  author,  is, 
like  the  light  of  the  sun,  the  common  property  of  all  who  will 
only  open  their  eyes,  and  gaze  upon  the  gift  of  God.  It  is  not 
a  religion  for  the  rich  or  the  studious  only,  but  is  equally  open 
to  the  understanding  and  the  hearts  of  the  poor  and  unlearned. 
And  therefore  the  Bible  describes  the  heavenly  wisdom  thus — 
"  She  standeth  in  the  top  of  high  places,  by  the  way  in  the  places 
of  the  paths ;  she  crieth  at  the  gates  at  the  entry  of  the  city,  at 
the  coming  in  at  the  doors :  Unto  you,  O  men,  I  call ;  and  my 
voice  is  to  the  sons  of  man.  O  ye  simple,  understand  wisdom ; 
and,  ye  fools,  be  of  an  understanding  heart."  (Prov.  viii.  2 — 5.) 
And  so  God  invites  men  of  every  class  by  the  mouth  of  the 
prophet — "  Ho,  every  one  that  thirsteth,  come  ye  to  the  waters, 
and  he  that  hath  no  money  ;  come  ye,  buy  and  eat ;  yea,  come, 
buy  wine  and  milk  without  money  and  without  price."  (Isa. 
Iv.  1.)  Every  religion  of  man's  making,  presents,  on  the 
contrary,  peculiar  advantages  to  the  rich  and  the  learned.  It 
offers  salvation  either  as  the  purchase  of  almsgiving,  or  as 
the  reward  of  religious  study,  or  it  makes  religion  so  difficult 
and  intricate  as  to  put  it  out  of  the  poor  labouring  man's  power 
to  acquire  any  competent  knowledge  of  its  requirements.  And 
any  system  that  does  so  must  necessarily  be  false.  Religion  is 
as  necessary  to  the  soul  as  daylight  is  to  the  corporeal  eve,  and 
it  would  be  a  hard  case,  indeed,  if  the  poor,  who  want  it  most, 
should  be  excluded  from  the  possibility  of  acquiring  its  conso 
lations  ;  or  if,  in  the  day  of  judgment,  the  man  who  devotes 
his  life  to  books  should  have  a  better  chance,  than  he  who 
labours  hard  to  get  an  honest  living  for  himself  and  his  family ; 
yet  this  is  the  case  with  the  labouring  classes  of  the  Jews.  The 
religion  of  the  oral  law  has  so  perplexed  even  the  simplest 
commandments,  that  an  unlearned  man  has  no  chance  of  being 
able  to  keep  them.  If  nothing  more  were  required  for  salva 
tion  than  the  rabbinic  sanctification  of  the  Sabbath-day  the 
majority  of  the  Jewish  people  must  despair  of  attaining  it ;  for 

I  the  accurate  knowledge  of  the  innumerable  precepts  and  dis 
tinctions,  which  is  indispensable  to  obedience^  requires  time  and 

I  study,  which  no  labouring  man  can  bestow.  And  we  are  con 
vinced  that  a  considerable  portion  of  the  Jewish  population  of 
this  city  live  in  continual  profanation  of  the  Sabbath-day,  if 
the  rabbinic  explanations  be  true.  Either  they  move  some- 

I    thing  which  they  ought  not  to  move,  or  they  carry  something 

j  which  they  ought  not  to  carry ;  and,  if  they  do  it  wilfully, 
render  themselves  liable  to  the  utmost  severity  of  the  law.  For 
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instance,  the  rabbles  have  determined  that  in  one  place  it  is 
lawful  to  move  or  carry  certain  things  on  the  Sabbath-day, 
but  in  another  place  the  very  same  act  is  unlawful,  and 
calls  down  extreme  punishment.  They  distinguish  between 
these  places  thus  — 

n^mrr  mani  Trrn  man  t  nna>b  rwan  3ms 
jpiEn  oipBn  win  Trrn  man  1  11:22  nipai  rvbrro 
Ss   tzmcfc  rams  in  a^i  n-ia?3?  ninina 
rrrnb  ^pin  DS  7t»V»»  n»n  in  a?>  DM  ib^csi 
nnoi  THI  r  Trrn  man  ^n  nb^bn  nibi^s 
is  'i  b3?  'i  nmi  nna73?  pi»3?  vnn 

by  n^nns  nmi  ^  nin^  bn  pi 


Tirn  nia?-)  win  Tn^n  nia?n 

br  "T  nmi  ^  nmn  as  ^bn  ib^ssi 
niani   »  Tn^n  nia?i  ^in  biiE  i«  miin  IM 
"»  br  n^s  v>  D^nmn  D^pnan  ninin-i  «in 
fin  *12137  Sim  D^a^a^i  ~i3?a?b  iya7D  D>a7biD 

nina  irsi  D^mn  niann  sina?  nm  bni 
is  D^ip  iVsM  D^mn  ma?i  sini  rpnpn  nia?n 
a  mna  win  QSI  i  on^bi?  7^0111  D^n 
H  b:;  n  nnn  win  as  bbm  'to  sbi  'to 


In  reference  to  the  Sabbath,  places  are  distinguished  into 
four  sorts  of  jurisdiction.  1st,  the  private  jurisdiction  ;  2d,  the 
public  jurisdiction;  3d,  the  place  called  Karmelith;  4th,  the 
place  which  is  free. 

By  a  private  jurisdiction  is  meant  a  place  surrounded  by 
walls,  ten  handbreadths  high,  and  in  which  there  is  a  space  of 
four  handbreadths  by  four.  But  even  though  it  should  contain 
many  miles,  if  it  be  inclosed  for  habitation,  and  its  gates  be 
bolted  at  night,  it  is  a  private  jurisdiction.  A  lodging-place, 
an  inclosed  space,  and  a  court,  are  considered  as  in  the  same 
class.  And  thus,  also,  a  pit  which  is  ten  handbreadths  deep, 
and  whose  breadth  is  four  by  four,  or  more  ;  and  a  raised  place 
which  is  ten  handbreadths  high,  and  whose  breadth  is  four  by 
four.  The  top  of  the  walls,  also,  by  which  a  private  jurisdic 
tion  is  surrounded,  and  the  openings  in  them,  are  considered  as 
private  jurisdiction.  The  air  of  a  private  jurisdiction,  up  to 
the  firmament,  is  also  considered  ;  and  even  a  vessel  like  a 
chest,  if  it  be  ten  handbreadths  high,  and  in  breadth  four  by 
four.  A  hollow  vessel,  or  a  tower,  is  also  considered  as  a 
private  jurisdiction. 
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The  term  public  jurisdiction  includes  roads  and  streets,  if 
their  breadth  be  sixteen  ells  by  sixteen,  and  they  be  open  from 
gate  to  gate,  and  six  hundred  thousand  persons  pass  thereon. 
And  everything  in  a  public  jurisdiction,  which  is  not  three 
handbreadths  high,  is  reckoned  as  the  ground,  and  is  public 
jurisdiction  :  even  thorns  and  filth  upon  which  the  public  does 
not  tread. 

But  if  it  be  from  three  to  nine  handbreadths  high,  but  not 
nine  entirely,  and  its  breadth  be  four  by  four,  it  is  called  a 
Karmelith. 

"  If  it  be  less,  it  is  called  a/ra?  place"     (Orach  Chaiim,  344.) 

Now  it  may  well  be  doubted,  concerning  many  Jews  in  this 
city,  whether  they  are  acquainted  with  even  this  portion  of  the 
Sabbath  laws,  but  it  is  quite  certain  that  they  are  ignorant  of 
the  innumerable  modes  of  possible  transgression  which  arise 
from  these  distinctions  ;  for  the  oral  law  then  goes  on  to  define 
what  is  lawful  concerning  each.  In  a  public  jurisdiction  he 
may  move  anything  four  ells  :  — 

tz^mn  nittnn  HIES  '*r  ib  HP  ois  b^ 

:  nnn 


"  Every  man  has  got  four  ells  within  which  he  may  move 
!  things."     Or,  as  Rambam  expresses  it — 

-iniE  -ntas   mpBi  Tmn  nian 
jmnt&E  nns  ba  -pis  n^n 

man  bns  » 
:ni»s  ynnsn  «bs 


"  In  a  private  jurisdiction,  and  in  a  free  place  it  is  lawful  to 
move  things  the  whole  length  of  the  place,  even  though  the 
length  of  each  should  be  many  miles.  But  in  a  public  juris 
diction  or  a  Karmelith  things  may  not  be  moved  more  than 
four  ells."  (Hilchoth  Shabbath.  c.  xxiv.  11.)  Now,  it  may 
well  be  asked,  upon  what  passage  of  the  law  of  Moses  these 
distinctions  are  grounded,  and  what  there  is  in  a  public 
jurisdiction  which  converts  an  act  lawful  in  a  private 
jurisdiction,  into  a  sin  to  be  expiated  only  by  stoning  the 
offender  ?  For  instance,  in  a  private  jurisdiction  a  man  may 
carry  certain  matters  for  miles  without  violating  the  Sabbath 
commands,  but  if  he  venture  out  into  a  public  jurisdiction  with 
a  pocket-handkerchief,  or  a  snuff-box,  or  a  half-crown  in  his 
pocket,  and  carry  it  only  five  ells,  he  is  guilty  of  death  ;  and  if 
the  Talnmdists  held  the  reigns  of  power,  would  be  led  out  as 
soon  as  the  Sabbath  was  over,  and  stoned,  lleason  revolts 
against  such  doctrine,  the  act  is  the  very  same  in  both  cases, 
aud  is  therefore  in  both  cases  a  sin,  or  in  both  cases  lawful. 


234  SABBATIC   LAWS   CONTINUED. 

Humanity  shudders  at  the  thought  of  stoning  a  man  for 
carrying  a  pocket-handkerchief,  and  the  Biblo  teaches  us  that 
a  religion,  teaching  such  inexorable  and  wanton  cruelty, 
cannot  be  from  God.  It  is  true  that  at  present  the  power  ot 
Christianity  protects  Israelites  from  such  harsh  treatment ;  but 
wherever  the  Talmud  has  any  degree  of  influence,  Israel 
groans  under  its  bondage.  Many  a  time  have  we  seen  Jews 
with  their  pocket-handkerchief  tied  round  their  knee  like  a 
garter,  for  this  is  lawful,  though  to  carry  it  in  his  pocket  would 
be  a  grave  and  capital  offence.  And  we  once  knew  an  Israelite 
who  was  taking  a  walk  on  the  Sabbath-day,  and  being 
addressed  by  a  Gentile  beggar,  put  his  hand  into  his  pocket 
and  gave  the  poor  man  a  small  coin.  He  was  observed  by  some 
Talmudists,  who  immediately  attacked  him  for  his  profanation 
of  the  Sabbath.  Afraid  of  losing  his  character,  and  being  at 
that  time  more  anxious  for  the  praise  of  man  than  that  which 
cometh  of  God,  he  defended  himself  by  saying,  that  he  had 
unintentionally  taken  out  the  money  in  his  pocket,  but  had 
remembered  it  when  addressed  by  the  beggar,  and  therefore 
took  the  opportunity  of  getting  rid  of  that  which  it  was  not 
lawful  to  carry.  The  Talmudists  were  satisfied,  and  their 
wrath  changed  into  profound  admiration  for  his  piety.  These 
cases  exemplify  the  practical  working  of  the  rabbinic  system. 
It  burdens  the  consciences  of  the  sincere,  and  makes  the 
unscrupulous  hypocrites.  It  may  be  replied  that  such  things 
could  not  happen  in  England,  and  that  here  the  Jews  are  too 
enlightened  to  observe  such  distinctions.  But  every  one  who 
makes  this  reply  condemns  modern  Judaism  as  a  religion  unfit 
for  the  observation  of  the  enlightened,  and  if  he  be  a  conscien 
tious  man,  should  protest  against  doctrines  which  he  believes 
to  be  false,  and  laws  which  he  abhors  as  cruel.  These  Sabbatic 
laws  are  a  part,  an  essential  part,  of  modern  Judaism.  There 
is  not  any  part  of  the  oral  law  upon  which  Talmudists  lay 
more  stress.  The  man,  therefore,  who  does  not  observe  them 
has  changed  his  religion.  He  has  got  a  new  faith,  as  really, 
as  if  he  had  been  baptized  and  professed  Christianity.  Every 
Israelite  who  carries  a  pocket-handkerchief  in  his  pocket 
through  the  streets  of  London  on  the  Sabbath-day,  has 
apostatized  from  that  Jewish  religion,  which  has  been  profes 
sed  for  near  two  thousand  years,  and  practically  declares  that 
the  religion  of  the  synagogue  is  false.  How  then  can  he, 
without  hypocrisy,  profess  to  believe  in  the  religion  of  the 
Jews?  or  how  can  he,  as  an  honest  man,  uphold  a  system 
which  he  regards  as  false,  and  which  would  have  him  executed 
as  a  criminal  if  it  had  the  power  ?  If  such  persons,  who  live 
in  the  habitual  transgression  of  all  the  Sabbatic  laws,  have  any 
regard  for  truth  and  for  Divine  revelation,  they  should  openly 
declare  their  sentiments,  announce  to  the  world  that  they  have 
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forsaken  the  religion  of  their  fathers,  and  assert  that  religion 
which  they  regard  as  true.  The  blindest  and  most  bigoted 
Talmudist  is  a  far  more  respectable  man,  and  more  acceptable 
in  the  sight  of  God,  than  he  who  pretends  to  profess  a  religion 
in  which  he  does  not  believe,  and  whose  precepts  he  regards  as 
fanatical  and  superstitious. 

But  to  return.  From  the  above  laws  it  appears  that  it  is  a 
sin  to  carry  anything  in  a  public  jurisdiction  a  distance  of  more 
than  four  ells.  But  suppose,  then,  that  there  was  something 
which  the  Talmudists  might  find  it  convenient  or  desirable  to 
move  to  a  greater  distance,  is  there  no  provision  to  effect  its 
conveyance  ?  Yes.  These  scrupulous  persons,  who  would 
stone  a  man  to  death  for  carrying  anything  five  ells,  have  an 
expedient  for  conveying  it  a  hundred  miles  if  necessary  :  — 

nra-in  man»  vsnn  "npsb  msb  -im»  ~ssb 
ranb  ram  vmnw  'i  -pm  ibssa?  ranb 


sb  ins  bso?  cra-in  mann 


"  Therefore  it  is  lawful  for  a  man  to  move  a  matter  from  the 
public  jurisdiction,  and  to  give  it  to  his  neighbour,  who  is 
within  a  distance  of  four  ells  ;  and  his  neighbour  to  his  neigh 
bour  again,  and  so  on,  even  for  a  hundred  miles.  For  although 
the  thing  itself  go  many  miles,  each  person  has  only  moved  it 
his  four  ells."  (Orach  Chaiim,  348.)  We  have  often  heard  of 
the  wonderful  effects  of  division  of  labour,  but  never  knew 
before  that  it  could  convert  a  capital  offence  into  an  innocent 
employment.  Surely  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  if  it  be 
unlawful  for  one  person  to  do  a  particular  act,  it  is  equally 
unlawful  for  a  hundred  persons  to  combine  for  its  performance. 
This  law  really  has  more  the  appearance  of  a  caricature  devised 
by  some  enemy  of  the  oral  law,  than  the  grave  decision  of 
religious  men  in  a  matter  of  life  and  death.  But  if  wo 
examine  a  little  further,  we  shall  find  that  it  is  unlawful  to 
move  this  same  thing,  whatever  it  be,  from  one  jurisdiction  to 
another,  though  that  other  be  close  at  hand  :  — 

-now  p  rpbo-on  b^a  brabtob  -nose? 
is  CM-in  rnanb  is  Trrn  manb 
crmn  ni^no   IN  Trrn  mana 

:  -nras  o^n  is 


"  As  it  is  unlawful  to  move  anything  in  the  place  called 
Karmelith,  so  it  is  unlawful  to  carry  anything  out  of  it  into  a 
public  or  private  jurisdiction,  or,  vice  versa,  to  introduce  any 
thing  from  either  of  these  into  the  Karmelith.  But  if  any  one 
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does  either  lie  is  not  guilty,"  that  is,  he  is  only  to  get  a  flogging, 
but  not  to  be  stoned.  An  unlearned  man  who  had  already  see  i 
something  conveyed  by  the  above  expedient,  might  easily  be 
led  to  commit  an  offence  of  this  kind.  His  untutored  mind 
might  not  perceive  why  the  one  should  be  sinful,  if  the  other 
was  lawful  ;  but  such  an  assertion  of  common  sense  would  draw 
down  certain  chastisement.  At  all  events,  he  might  be  tempted 
to  put  his  head  from  one  jurisdiction  into  another,  especially  if 
he  was  standing  in  the  street,  and  was  offered  a  drink  by  a 
friend  in  a  house,  he  might  put  his  head  into  the  window  and 
take  what  was  offered,  but  would  soon  find,  to  his  cost,  that  he 
had  broken  one  of  the  Sabbatic  laws  :  — 


mtmb  iu?si  s^vi  *rrrn  m^nn  ms  TIES'*  sb 
itps-i  my*  p  DS  sbs  SDS^S  IN  ntp  nntzn  trmn 
ibsb  -p-)2  mina?  ]v:rr  nmrc  Hintp  Dip^b  121-11 
-irnrs  bus  vbs  ns^  SEE?  ^tznn  IDS  n^»n 
nint&bi  n^rnrr  mann  is  T»rrn  mans 


"  A  man  may  not  stand  in  a  private  jurisdiction,  and  put 
forth  his  head  into  a  public  jurisdiction,  and  then  drink,  or  vice 
versa.  But  if  he  does  so,  let  him  introduce  his  head  and  most 
of  his  body  into  the  place  in  which  he  drinks,  for  as  he  wants 
the  water,  we  fear  lest  he  should  take  it  to  himself  (into  the 
place  where  he  is  standing).  But  it  is  lawful  to  stand  in  a 
private  or  public  jurisdiction  and  drink  in  that  which  is  called 
fcarmelith."  (Orach  Chaiim,  349.)  It  is  evident  that  no 
unlearned  man  can  stand  a  fair  chance  with  laws  like  these. 
He  could  not  hope  even  to  escape  corporal  punishment.  But  if 
the  accurate  observance  of  such  laws  was  the  condition  of 
salvation,  he  would  have  reason  to  despair.  The  most  honest 
desire  to  yield  obedience  and  the  utmost  exertion  of  his 
understanding  will  not  help  him,  nor  compensate  for  his 
ignorance.  If,  for  instance,  he  should  conclude,  because  it  is 
unlawful  for  himself  to  have  his  head  in  one  jurisdiction  and 
his  body  in  another  whilst  he  is  drinking,  that  it  would  be 
equally  unlawful  for  cattle  in  the  same  predicament  to  get  food, 
he  would  be  mistaken  :  — 

^onis  D^an  nttfs-n  \nnn  ran  nrvrra?  rram 

:  nnis 

"  A  beast  that  has  got  most  of  its  body  outside,  and  its  head 
inside,  may  be  fed."  And  if  he  should  take  this  as  the  general 
rule  of  his  conduct,  he  would  be  mistaken  again,  for  long-necked 
animals  form  an  exception  :  — 

Vsin  0^353  nam  UPSI  SITE?  TO  ba:ai 
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"  But  in  the  case  of  the  cnmel,  he  must  have  his  head  and 
most  of  his  body  inside,  because  his  neck  is  long."     (Hilchoth 
Shabbath,  c.  xxv.  1.)     And  so  with  endless  cases  which  arise 
from  this  one  distinction  of  places  into  four  classes.     Judaism 
is  in  all  its  parts  a  religion  for  the  studious,  and  for  them  only. 
For  an  unlearned  man  to  keep  the  Sabbath,  as  the  oral  law 
requirers,  is  absolutely  impossible.     And  after  all,  what  good 
does  it  bestow  upon  those  who  spend  their  life  in  the  study  ? 
Does  it  improve  the  heart,  or  open  more  abundant  views  of  the 
Divine  mercy,  or  fill  the  soul  with  love  to  man  ?     That  it 
sharpens  the  wit  and  subtlety,  we  do  not  doubt,  but  that  is  but 
small  profit  to  man  in  general.     The  criminal  law   of  any 
country  will  do  the  same,  and  in  truth  the  oral  law  is  very 
little  more  than  the  rabbinical  criminal  code.     Its  great  subject 
is  guilty  and  not  guilty.     And  even  in  this  it  does  not  address 
itself  to  the  conscience,  and  lead  a  man  to  consider  the  workings 
of  the  heart  and  the  wanderings  of  the  thought,  and  shew  him 
sin  at  its  fountain-head.     It  is  a  mere  dry  detail  of  external 
observances,  as  may  be  seen  from  the  numerous  specimens 
adduced  in  these  papers,  and  as  might  be  shown  more  fully  by 
translating  the  whole.     If  real  devout  feeling  and  improvement 
of  the  heart  in  the  fear  of  God  and  the  love  of  man  be  true 
religion,  we  might  expect  it,  if  anywhere,  in  the  Sabbath  laws. 
The  Sabbath  is  that  holy  day  which  God  has  set  apart  to  raise 
men's  thoughts  from  earth  to  heaven.     It  is   that  period   of 
sacred  relaxation  on  which  even  the  poor  and  the  unlearned 
may  lay  aside  their  worldly  cares  and  occupations,  and  meditate 
upon  the  love  and  will  of  God,  and  that  eternity  to  which  he  is 
hastening.     In  the  laws,  then,  respecting  the  observance  of  this 
day,  we  might  naturally  expect  the  spirit  of  devotion  to  be 
manifested ;  but  in  the  oral  law  we  look  in  vain  for  anything 
of  the  kind.   Its  directions  about  the  Sabbath  are  one  continued 
dry  detail  of  external  observances,  which  to  a   conscientious 
man  acquainted  with  them,  must  constitute  a  load  upon  his 
conscience,  sufficient  to  make  the  Sabbath  the  most  unhappy 
day  of  all  the  seven.     But  as  to  the  poor  and  labouring  classes, 
who  have  no  time  for  study,  it  is  impossible  that  they  should 
know,   and  much  more  that  they  should  keep,  all  that  is 
necessary  for  the  right  observation  of  the  rabbinic  Sabbath. 
If,  therefore,  the  oral  law  were  true,  the  poor  must  lose  a  large 
portion  of  the  blessings,  and  even  be  in  danger  of  perdition. 
Nay,  if  it  be  true,  then  we  must  believe  that  God  has  given  a 
religion  impossible  to  be  observed  by  the  poor,  and  offering  great 
advantages  to  the  rich  and  learned,  that  is  that  He  is  a  respecter 
of  persons,  though  Moses  and  the  prophets  teach  the  contrary. 
But  we  would  ask  our  readers,  what  use  is  it  to  them  to  profess 
a  religion  of  which  they  can  never  attain  a  competent  know 
ledge  ?     We  venture  to  affirm  that  the  majority  of  Israelite's  do 
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not  know  enough  of  the  oral  law  to  help  them  to  keep  the 
Sabbath,  much  less  to  observe  the  six  hundred  and  thirteen 
commandments ;  cafn  it  be  said,  then,  that  they  possess  a 
religion  with  which  they  are  not  even  acquainted  ?  If  the 
knowledge  and  practice  of  the  oral  law  be  necessary  to 
constitute  a  true  Jew,  ninety-nine  out  of  every  hundred  must 
give  up  their  claims  to  the  Jewish  name.  But  then  what  is  to 
become  of  the  Jewesses,  who  are  not  even  obligated  to  learn  ? 
Every  rabbi  will  be  willing  to  confess  that  the  women  at  least 
are  ignorant  of  the  oral  law.  Can  they  then  have  a  portion  in 
the  world  to  come  ?  If  the  knowledge  and  practice  of  the  oral 
law  be  necessary  to  salvation,  they  cannot.  But  if  they  can  be 
saved  without  it,  then  it  follows  that  God  has  given  a  law,  the 
knowledge  of  which  is  not  necessary  to  salvation.  Let  every 
Jew  ask  himself  this  question,  Am  I  acquainted  with  all  the 
precepts  of  the  oral  law  ?  If  not,  can  I  be  saved  without  this 
knowledge  ?  If  I  cannot,  then  the  Jewish  religion  is  one 
which  makes  it  impossible  for  the  poor  to  be  saved.  If  I  can, 
then  the  Jewish  religion  is  of  no  real  use,  for  I  can  be  saved 
even  without  knowing  it.  Such  a  religion  cannot  be  from  God. 
His  religion  is  necessary  to  be  known  by  every  man,  woman, 
and  child  in  the  world,  and  the  knowledge  of  it  is  just  as  easy 
to  be  acquired  by  the  poor  and  unlearned  as  by  the  rich  and 
studious.  Let  then  the  poor  and  the  unlearned  consider  the 
folly  of  professing  a  religion,  with  which  they  can  never  hope 
to  become  acquainted,  and  let  them  return  to  the  religion  of 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  which,  by  the  help  of  the  God  of 
Israel,  every  one  can  understand,  at  least  so  far  as  is  necessary 
to  salvation.  The  Bible,  like  everything  that  has  God  for  its 
author,  has  beauties  discoverable  by  the  eye  of  the  poor,  at  the 
same  time  that  it  has  perfections"  to  exercise  the  observation 
and  skill  of  the  most  learned.  And  this  holy  book  is  the 
heritage  of  Israel,  which  the  oral  law  can  never  be.  The  oral 
law  may  be  the  heritage  and  religion  of  the  rabbies  who  know 
it,  but  it  has  no  more  to  do  with  the  religion  of  those  who  know 
it  not,  than  the  laws  of  the  Chinese.  The  great  majority  of 
the  Jewish  people  might  just  as  well  call  themselves  followers 
of  Confucius.  No  man  can  be  said  to  believe  in  doctrines 
winch  he  does  not  know,  and  can  never  hope  to  know  :  and 
this  is  the  case  with  nine- tenths  of  the  oral  law. 
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IT  is  a  fact,  that  the  religion  of  the  oral  law  has  hitherto  done 
but  little  to  promote  the  temporal  welfare  of  the  Jewish  people, 
and  it  is  equally  certain  that,  if  supreme,  it,  would  destroy  the 
happiness  both  of  Jews  and  Gentiles.  Its  endless  definitions 
would  necessarily  produce  transgression.  Its  severity  and 
readiness  in  excommunication  would  be  the  source  of  constant 
trouble  to  individuals  and  families,  and  the  sanguinary  spirit  of 
its  criminal  code  would  make  the  Jews  a  nation  of  mourners. 
Indeed,  we  seriously  doubt,  whether  any,  but  a  few  fanatics, 
wish  to  see  the  oral  law  vested  with  supreme  power,  and  ruling 
over  the  lives  and  properties  of  the  Jewish  nation.  Every 
reflecting  Israelite  must  know  that  the  Sanhedrin,  wielding  the 
absolute  power  ascribed  to  it  in  the  rabbinic  traditions,  would 
be  the  most  oppressive  tribunal  that  ever  lorded  it  over  the 
consciences  of  men.  But  we  must  remember  that  it  would  not 
be  with  the  Sanhedrin  and  other  tribunals  alone,  that  the 
Israelites  would  have  to  do.  Every  rabbi,  and  every  disciple 
of  a  wise  man,  would  have  the  right  of  excommunicating  any 
one  who  offended  them.  After  determining  that  the  tribunals 
can  and  ought  in  certain  cases  to  excommunicate,  the  oral 
I  law  adds— 


pi 
ib    vrn»     «i  r  nwinn  sbi  nny  sb 


HE  esi  »  nr>nn  ns 
irnab  wbi  ib  binab  csnn  nm  DNI  .  ib 


"  And  in  lite  manner  the  wise  man  himself  may,  on  account 
of  his  honour,  excommunicate  an  unlearned  man  who  has 
treated  him  with  contumely,  and  there  is  no  need  of  witnesses 
nor  admonition.  And  the  excommunicate  person  is  not  to  be 
absolved  until  he  appease  the  wise  man.  But  if  the  wise  man 
die,  three  persons  come  and  absolve  him.  If,  however,  the 
wise  man  wish  to  pardon,  and  not  excommunicate  him,  the 
power  is  in  his  own  hand."  (Ililchoth  Talmud  Torah,  c.  vi.  12.) 
From  this  law  we  see  that  the  restoration  of  rabbinic  power 
would  be  the  most  oppressive  .system  of  government  ever 
devised.  Every  learned  man  would  be  a  petty  tyrant,  consti 
tuting  both  judge  and  jury  in  his  own  person,  and  able,  at  his 
own  caprice,  to  inflict  a  severe  punishment  The  most  absolute 
aristocracy  of  the  feudal  times  never  dared  to  assume  or  exercise 
a  power  BO  monstrous  and  so  oppressive.  No  priesthood,  even 
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in  the  darkest  times,  ever  claimed  such  personal  authority  as  is 
here  given  to  every  individual  rabbi.  It  is  true  that  he  may, 
if  he  please,  forgive  the  unfortunate  offender,  but  it  is  much  to 
be  feared  that  such  absolute  power  would  in  most  cases  be  too 
strong  a  temptation  to  the  frail  sons  of  men.  And  at  all 
events  the  principle  is  utterly  inconsistent  with  wise  legislation, 
and  most  dangerous  to  the  liberty  of  the  poor  and  unlearned  ; 
for  the  reader  will  observe  that  it  is  only  an  unlearned  man,  an 
"  am-haaretz,"  who  may  be  dealt  with  in  this  summary  manner. 
And  this  is  another  proof  that  the  religion  of  the  oral  law  is  a 
religion  devised  for  the  advantage  of  the  rich  and  learned,  but 
regardless  of  the  spiritual  and  temporal  welfare  of  the  lower 
classes.  For  the  learned  and  the  great  the  law  is  very 
different  :— 


mots  m  raw  i«  fcwa  pi  nasm  jpt 

w  p  DM  sbs  cbiyb  woman  inis 
V  pbxa  nistan  -isa?  Mtsntco  bns  vrnrn  tona  p 
-py  wraa  na  btrm  ovn  nbtzm  -lEsarc  rroasa  inis 
iron  ib  nnEisi  /  nb^bra  inor:  btPDtp  QTN  nb^b 
Tub  -now  ^ITS  n^nnatp  rrn  bD  pi  -jrpm 


"A  wise  man,  old  in  wisdom,  or  a  prince,  or  a  president 
of  a  tribunal,  who  has  sinned,  is  never  to  be  excommunicated 
publicly,  unless  he  have  done  as  Jeroboam,  the  son  of  Nebat, 
and  his  companions.  But  when  he  commits  other  sins,  he  is 
to  be  flogged  in  private.  For  it  is  said,  '  Therefore  shalt  thou 
fall  in  the  day,  and  the  prophet  also  shall  fall  with  thee  in 
the  night,'  (Hos.  iv.  5,)  i.e.,  although  he  fall,  cover  him  as 
it  were  with  the  night.  And  they  say  to  him,  '  Honour  thy 
self,  and  abide  in  thy  house.'  (2  Kings  xiv.  10.)  In  like 
manner,  when  a  disciple  of  a  wise  man  makes  himself  guilty  of 
excommunication,  it  is  unlawful  for  the  tribunal  to  be  too  quick, 
and  to  excommunicate  him  hastily."  (Ibid.  c.  vii.  1.)  The 
rabbies  have  endeavoured  to  justify  this  different  legislation  for 
the  learned  and  unlearned  by  a  verse  of  the  Bible,  but  their 
interpretation  of  that  verse  is  quite  erroneous.  When  God 
says,  "Therefore  shalt  thou  fall  in  the  day,  and  the  prophet 
shall  also  fall  with  thee  in  the  night,"  he  is  not  speaking  of  the 
learned  and  unlearned,  nor  of  the  different  way  in  which  their 
sins  were  to  be  punished,  but  of  the  destruction  which  was 
coming  upon  Israel,  as  may  be  seen  in  Kimchi's  Commentary, 
He  interprets  the  verse  thus  — 


"raaa  IEH  cvn   nbteot 
man   impn  mn  pm  bn  avn   »  bism 
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sinn  cvn  »  sinn  ciNn  in  ^s  mm  pi  > 

r  7^71  TO  23^32  t  nnb  D^nni 
^  -fnis  nsnnn  npa?  s^n3  nVb 
cnn    31  nat&ra  nVbn  btco3  c-rsn 


"  Therefore  shatt  thou  stunible  in  the  day."  This  refers  to 
Israel,  and  means  on  account  of  thy  deeds  thou  shalt  stumble 
and  fall.  TJiis  day  ;  that  is,  in  this  time  ;  thy  fall  shall  soon 
come.  And  so  we  read,  "  Then  my  anger  shall  be  kindled 
against  them  in  that  day."  (Deut.  xxxi.  17.)  And  again,  "  In 
that  day  there  shall  be  a  root  of  Jesse,"  (Isaiah  xi.  10,)  where 
day  means  time  and  period.  And  the  prophet  also  shall  fall 
with  thee  in  the  night,  that  is,  the  false  prophet  who  deceiveth 
thee  shall  stumble  with  thee,  as  men  stumble  in  the  night 
in  darkness  ;  and  so  the  Targum  of  Jonathan  has  it.  (Kimchi, 
Comment,  in  Hos.  iv.  2.)  Kimchi  and  Jonathan,  then,  both 
testily  that  the  oral  law  gives  a  false  interpretation  of  this 
verse.  This  is  in  itself  rather  awkward  for  a  law  that  pro 
fesses  to  have  been  given  by  God,  but  still  more  so  when 
it  is  made  the  basis  of  most  unjust  and  partial  legislation, 
to  save  the  learned  from  the  punishment  which  an  unlearned 
man  would  have  in  similar  circumstances  to  suffer.  No  one 
can  deny  that  the  learned  and  unlearned  are  here  placed  on 
very  unequal  terms.  If  an  unlearned  man  provoke  a  rabbi,  he 
may  be  excommunicated  by  that  individual  without  either 
judge  or  jury,  or  even  the  form  of  a  trial.  But  if  a  learned 
man  makes  himself  liable  to  the  same  punishment,  even  a 
court  of  justice  has  not  the  power  to  pronounce  the  sentence. 
Who  can  doubt  that  the  rabbies  made  these  laws  for  their 
own  convenience  ?  Can  any  one  believe  that  God  has  given 
this  law,  which  makes  the  learned  a  privileged  class  of 
persons,  who,  though  guilty  of  the  same  offence  as  the  working 
classes,  is  to  be  spared,  whilst  they  are  to  be  punished  ?  God  is 
no  respecter  of  persons,  and  therefore  no  such  law  can  be  from 
him. 

The  extreme  injustice  of  this  mode  of  legislation  will  appear 
still  more  from  considering  the  nature  of  the  punishment  :  — 


rrnsEn  snrttf  3n3^n  inn 
»  viT3  ^  bD  bns^  onsbi  -rob  HIDN 
bsb  mtinn  mis  ^bbis  nbi   i  vbr 
bns  t  HIES  rn^sa  IEI?  ^nzyv  sbi  i  nna?r 
csi  i  -oim  -oirm  »  ib  ^nan  rr-insb  jsin 
f  i3ins  bv  ps  ^rr3Ei  -pnbitr  7^1  rro  VITH  m 
-nn^n  7^  b-mn  sinir  ^eb  •  mis  7Nnnn  7ntt7  -iDib^ 
ns    sib!2    ^si  mis  ^TCC^:  VSB? 

M 
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irpn  Ki   ov  mvw  VITOS  D 
onnw  QY*  D^biz?  nt^  m1™  irns  p-nD  vrnnb 
:  ims  jn^-inB  rpnnb  t&pn  sbi 

"  How  is  an  excommunicate  person  to  conduct  himself,  and 
how  are  others  to  conduct  themselves  towards  him?  It  is 
unlawful  for  an  excommunicate  person,  as  for  a  mourner,  to 
trim  his  heard  or  hair,  or  to  wash  all  the  days  of  his  ex 
communication  ;  neither  is  he  to  he  associated  in  pronouncing 
the  benedictions  ;  neither  is  he  to  be  reckoned  as  one  of  ten, 
wherever  ten  persons  are  required;  neither  may  any  one  sit 
within  four  ells  of  him.  He  may  however  teach  others  and  be 
taught.  He  may  hire  and  be  hired.  But  if  he  die  in  his 
excommunication,  the  tribunal  send  and  lay  a  stone  upon  his 
coffin  to  signify  that  they  stone  him  because  he  is  separated 
from  the  congregation.  And  it  is  unnecessary  to  say  that  he 
is  not  to  be  mourned  for,  and  that  his  funeral  is  not  to  be 
attended  .....  Whosoever  remains  thirty  days  in  his  ex 
communication  without  seeking  to  be  absolved,  is  to  be  excom 
municated  a  second  time.  If  he  abide  thirty  days  more  with 
out  seeking  absolution,  he  is  then  to  be  anathematized."  (Hil- 
choth  Talmud  Torah,  ibid.)  This,  then,  is  the  punishment  which 
a  learned  man  has  it  in  his  power  to  inflict  at  will.  He  may 
deprive  him  of  the  comforts  of  cleanliness  and  perhaps  injure 
his  health.  He  may  hold  him  up  to  the  public  scorn  by 
separating  him  by  four  ells  from  all  decent  people.  He  may 
heap  obloquy  upon  his  death  and  deprive  him  of  a  respectful 
burial,  or  if  the  man  survive  under  the  public  contempt,  and 
refuse  to  give  the  rabbi  satisfaction,  he  will  be  anathematized, 
and  his  prospects  for  this  world,  at  least,  irretrievably  ruined, 
The  law  respecting  the  anathematized  person  is  this  :  — 

sin  naia?  bsw  ib  ^aia?  r«i  tmnsb  mia?  irs 
"psi  12273  i^wi  "rnftbn  roar 
^si   f  IBS 


"  He  is  not  to  teach  others  nor  to  be  taught,  but  may  learn 
by  himself  that  he  may  not  forget  the  learning.  He  is  not  to 
be  hired,  nor  to  hire.  Men  may  have  no  dealings  with  him, 
nor  anv  business  except  a  little  that  he  may  get  a  livelihood." 
Now  tnen  suppose  that  an  unlearned  man  does  or  says  some 
thing,  which  a  rabbi  interprets  as  contempt,  he  is  first  excom 
municated.  If,  in  the  consciousness  of  innocence,  he  refuses  to 
ask  for  the  rabbi's  forgiveness,  he  is  at  last  anathematized,  and 
all  his  business  stopped,  and  all  this  is  done  to  him  because  he  is 
an  unlearned  man.  He  is  himself  to  be  dishonoured,  his  business 
ruined,  and  he  himself  to  die  of  a  broken  heart,  not  because  he 
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has  committed  some  grievous  crime,  but  because  he  has  been 
wanting  in  respect  either  to  the  rabbi's  person  or  his  words. 
The  most  absolute  autocrat  never  made  a  law  more  despotic. 

But  some  one  will  say,  that  the  rabbi  has  the  power  of 
forgiving  if  he  please,  and  that  the  oral  law  recommends  him 
to  do  so.  It  is  true  that  if  the  affront  be  given  in  private,  he 
has  this  power,  and  is  told  to  forgive,  but  not  so  if  it  be  offered 
in  public,  he  has  then  no  choice.  He  is  bound  to  excommunicate 
the  offender.  That  we  may  not  appear  to  act  unfairly,  we  will 
give  the  whole  passage  :  — 

Tcsb  nnab  c:>nb  man  a^a?  ^  br  *« 
m  -mn  IE^S  rnanb  nan  T»bnb 
)nb  inb  rra^   sbi  y^n  m  •nma  vats 
bsb  nn  inEsnn  n^btr  -IESE; 
trTon  "f-n  rrn  pi  i  -pb  inn  bs 
sbs  TO  sbi  ^trn  p^si  cnsnn  D 
vn  D^bi-ra.  c^Eom  i  ib  DsnbiDi 
Kb  CDb^Etp  tnnms1!  D^wa 
brc>  QDTT  K^n  ITI  i  pinsb  ininnnn 
cnm  n^n  r  nn  "fb^b  tn*nt&  D 
is  inna?  c^n  i^bn  bn«  inon  imann 
bnn  n«i  "nina  br  bin^b  ib  "nos  K^on-iD 
-iinn  -ittiri  tzjpia  Kbs  nnin  ba?  pnn  nta? 


"  Although  a  wise  man  has  the  power  to  excommunicate  on 
account  of  his  honour,  yet  it  is  not  to  be  praised  in  the  disciple 
of  a  wise  man  who  does  so.  On  the  contrary  he  ought  to  shut 
his  ears  against  the  words  of  an  unlearned  man  (am-haaretz), 
and  not  to  attend  to  them,  according  as  Solomon  has  said  in 
his  wisdom,  '  Take  no  heed  to  all  the  things  that  are  spoken.' 
(Eccles.  vii.  21.)  And  such  was  the  custom  of  the  saints  of  old, 
who  heard  their  reviling,  but  did  not  answer  ;  and  not  only  so, 
but  they  pardoned  the  reviler,  and  forgave  him.  The  greatest 
of  the  wise  men  used  to  glory  in  their  good  deeds,  and  say, 
that  they  had  never  excommunicated  nor  anathematized  any 
man  on  account  of  their  honour,  and  this  is  the  way  in  which 
the  disciples  of  the  wise  men  ought  to  walk.  In  wnat  case  is 
this  to  be  applied  ?  When  they  have  been  despised  or  reviled 
in  secret,  lint  if  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man  be  despised  or 
reviled  by  any  man  jmblicly,  it  is  unlawful  J  or  him  to  fort/ire 
""!/  'iffrvnt  to  his  honour,  and  if  he  forgive  he  is  to  be  punished, 
for  this  is  a  contempt  of  the  law.  He  is  on  the  contrary,  to 
avenge  and  keep  the  thing  in  mind,  like  a  serpent,  until  the 
offender  entreat  to  be  foryiven"  (Ibid.  c.  vii.  13.)  The  great 
M  2 
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object  of  these  laws  is  plainly  to  uphold  the  power  and  dignity 
of  the  rabbies,  and  to  make  it  impossible  for  the  people  to  shake 
off  their  yoke.  The  care  which  is  taken  to  punish  every  offence 
against  the  wise  men  betrays  a  lurking  consciousness  of  error, 
and  a  fear  lest  the  common  people  should  compare  their 
precepts  with  Scripture,  assert  the  plain  unsophisticated  truth, 
and  thus  shake  off  the  galling  chains  of  rabbinism.  To 
prevent  this,  the  very  first  semblance  of  disobedience  is  to  be 
punished  with  excommunication.  But  for  the  poor  and  un 
learned,  if  insulted  by  a  learned  man,  there  is  no  satisfaction. 
He  cannot  thunder  out  an  excommunication  or  an  anathema  in 
return.  For  him  the  oral  law  makes  no  provision,  except  for 
his  punishment.  If  Judaism,  therefore,  should  ever  attain  the 
supreme  power,  the  working  and  unlearned,  classes  will  be 
placed  in  the  power  and  at  the  mercy  of  the  learned,  and  every 
disciple  of  a  wise  man  will  wield  the  absolute  power  of  an 
autocrat. 

But  some  one  may  say,  that  if  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man 
should  excommunicate  any  one  hastily  that  the  people  would 
not  regard  his  excommunication.  But  if  they  did  not,  they 
would  do  it  at  their  peril,  for  the  oral  law  expressly  declares 
that  they  are  bound  to  observe  the  excommunication  not  only 
of  a  rabbi,  but  of  one  of  his  disciples  : — 

•a  mmb  "pn^n  vrabn  bs  iTanb  nT3t&  mn 
^s  TOSS  -nnab  nTOtt?  T»bn  bus  rniann  ma 
mn:b  ^n^n  ci?n  b:>  bns  ^12  in  mnab  n^n  mn 

:  •ma  in 

"  When  a  rabbi  excommunicates  on  account  of  his  honour, 
all  his  disciples  are  bound  to  treat  the  excommunicate  person 
as  such.  But  when  a  disciple  excommunicates  on  account  of 
his  own  honour,  the  rabbi  is  not  bound  to  treat  that  person 
as  excommunicate,  but  all  the  people  are  bound."  (Ibid, 
c.  vi.  13.)  Nothing  can  more  clearly  prove  the  injustice  of 
such  excommunication.  If  the  rabbi  be  not  bound  to  regard 
the  disciples'  excommunication,  why  should  all  the  people  be 
bound  ?  If  the  offence  committed  against  the  disciple  be  a 
sin  before  God,  and  such  it  ought  to  be  to  require  such  severe 
punishment,  the  excommunication  ought  to  be  as  binding 
upon  the  rabbi  as  upon  the  people.  But  if  it  be  not  binding 
upon  the  rabbi,  then  the  offence  for  wiiich  it  was  inflicted 
cannot  be  a  sin  in  the  sight  of  God,  it  is  therefore  an  arbitrary 
and  unjust  punishment,  and  it  is  both  wicked  and  cruel  to 
require  the  people  to  obey  it.  But  the  principle  itself  is 
monstrous,  that  the  disciple  of  a  rabbi  should  be  constituted 
both  judge  and  jury  in  his  own  case,  arid  have  the  power 
of  lording  it  over  those,  whose  circumstances  do  not  permit 
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them  to  devote  their  time  to  study,  and  who,  therefore, 
cannot  be  enrolled  in  the  privilegeci  class.  Just  suppose 
that  the  clergy  of  this  land,  or  the  professors  and  students 
at  our  Universities,  were  to  claim  such  power,  and  to  ex 
communicate  and  anathematize  all  who  treated  them  with 
disrespect,  and  that  without  any  trial  or  conviction  before 
a  legal  tribunal,  and  that  the  unfortunate  victims  were  to 
be  separated  from  society,  ruined,  and  then  their  dead  bodies 
treated  with  dishonour,  would  not  this  be  regarded  as  a 
monstrous  and  insupportable  tyranny  ?  Yet  this  is  what 
the  oral  law  claims  for  the  rabbies  and  their  disciples,  and 
what  they  would  possess  and  exercise  if  Judaism  ever  at 
tains  to  supreme  power.  Would  the  JewTs  wish  such  a 
power  established?  Do  they  desire  to  live  under  such  a 
government  ?  If  they  do  not,  if  they  prefer  the  personal 
liberty  and  the  even-handed  justice  secured  to  them  by 
Christian  laws,  then  they  confess  that  the  Christian  prin 
ciples  are  better  than  those  of  their  own  religion,  and  they 
must  be  charged  with  inconsistency  in  professing  and  as 
serting  the  truth  of  a  religion,  which  they  hope  may  never 
triumph.  Every  man  who  believes  his  religious  principles 
to  be  Divine,  must  wish  that  they  should  triumph,  and  that 
they  should  have  free  scope  for  their  development.  Any  man 
who  dreads  the  triumph  of  his  religion  must  have  secret 
misgivings  that  it  is  false.  We  therefore  ask  every  Jc\v 
whether  he  desires  that  the  oral  law  should  attain  that 
absolute  power  which  it  claims,  and  that  every  rabbi  and 
his  disciples  should  have  the  power  of  excommunicating 
and  anathematizing  all  who  affront  them  ?  One  of  the  most 
perfect  tests  of  a  religion,  is  to  consider  what  would  be  its 
effects  if  supreme.  At  present  there  are  various  systems  of 
religion  in  the  world,  some  of  which,  as  directly  contra 
dicting  others,  must  be  decidedly  false.  The  hope  of  all  re 
flecting  men  is,  that  the  truth  will  ultimately  triumph,  that 
God  himself  will  at  last  interpose,  and  establish  the  dominion 
of  truth  and  eradicate  all  error.  Each  hopes  that  his  own 
system  will  then  prevail,  but  let  him  follow  out  that  system, 
and  see  how  it  will  work,  when  all  resistance  shall  be  vain. 
Let  the  Jews  calmly  consider  the  state  of  tilings,  wrhen  the 
rabbies  and  their  disciples  shall  be  masters  of  the  world,  as 
they  must  one  day  be,  if  Judaism  be  true.  The  unlearned  will 
then  be  completely  at  their  mercy,  their  servants  and  their 
bondmen.  Will  this  be  a  happy  condition,  or  is  this  state 
of  things  desirable  ?  In  the  first  place,  there  will  be  no 
personal  liberty.  Any  man  who  may  chance  to  differ  from 
a  rabbi,  and  treat  him  with  disrespect  will  immediately  be 
excommunicated.  In  the  second  place,  there  will  be  no 
liberty  of  conscience  or  of  thought.  Every  man  must  then 
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let  the  rabbles  think  for  him,  and  he  must  be  content  to 
receive  their  decisions  without  any  appeal.  The  body  will 
scarcely  have  the  appearance  of  being  free,  and  the  intellect 
will  be  bound  in  fetters  of  adamant.  It  will  no  doubt  be  a 
glorious  period  for  the  wise  men  and  their  disciples,  but  they 
will  always  form  a  small  minority,  compared  with  the  bulk 
of  mankind.  The  majority  of  Israel,  not  now  to  speak  of 
the  Gentiles,  will  then  be  degraded  into  poor,  crouching, 
submissive  servants  of  the  learned,  afraid  to  use  their  reason, 
and  always  having  the  fear  and  dread  of  excommunication 
before  their  eyes.  Do  they  then  honestly  wish  for  such  a 
state  of  things,  to  be  tied  hand  and  foot,  and  given  into  the 
hands  of  their  learned  men  ?  If  they  do  not,  if  they  see  the 
horror  and  the  injustice  and  degradation  of  such  a  state  of 
things,  why  do  they  profess  a  religion  which  will  inevitably 
lead  to  it,  if  it  be  true  ?  If  such  laws  be  unjust,  and  such 
a  consummation  dreadful,  instead  of  desirable,  the  religion  of 
the  oral  law  must  necessarily  be  false  ;  and  it  is  the  duty  of 
every  Israelite  to  consider  what  he  is  doing  in  upholding  it. 
The  present  state  of  things  will  not  continue  always.  The 
Jewish  nation  cannot  always  wish  to  be  wanderers  in 
foreign  lands.  They  look  forward  to  a  restoration  to  the 
land  of  their  fathers,  and  they  wish  in  that  land  to  be  happy 
and  prosperous.  But  happiness  and  prosperity  will  be  un 
known  words,  if  they  are  then  to  be  governed  according  to 
the  principles  of  the  oral  law.  That  law  gives  the  learned 
a  monopoly  of  power  and  happiness,  but  leaves  the  mass  of 
the  nation  in  bondage.  Do  they  then,  in  contemplating  the 
re-establishment  of  the  kingdom  of  Israel,  expect  another 
than  the  oral  law,  and  other  principles  of  religion  and 
justice  ?  If  they  do,  they  confess  that  the  oral  law  is  false, 
and  if  it  would  be  false  and  hurtful,  and  destructive  of  all 
happiness,  if  supreme,  it  is  equally  false  and  hurtful  now. 
The  Israelite,  therefore,  who  upholds  it,  is  upholding  a  false 
system.  He  may  do  it  in  ignorance,  and  we  believe  that 
this  is  the  case  with  the  majority ;  but  it  is  most  unbe 
coming  in  any  reasonable  man  to  profess  a  religion  of  which 
he  is  ignorant.  He  may  answer,  I  have  no  time  to  acquire 
an  accurate  knowledge  of  my  religion.  The  books  in  which 
it  is  contained  are  too  voluminous  to  admit  of  my  acquiring 
an  acquaintance  with  them.  I  must  work  for  my  bread. 
We  grant  that  this  is  the  fact,  but  then  this  brings  us  back 
to  our  original  position,  that  Judaism  is  only  a  religion  for 
those  who  have  leisure,  that  is,  for  the  rich  and  the  learned, 
and  we  conclude,  on  that  very  account,  that  it  cannot  be 
from  God,  who  looks  neither  at  riches  nor  learning,  but 
considereth  the  welfare,  and  above  all,  the  religious  welfare 
of  the  poorest  of  his  creatures.  The  especial  character  of 
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the  Messiah  is,  that  he  will  care  for  the  poor.     "  He  shall 

j  judge  the  poor  of  the  people,  he  shall  save  the  children  ot 

the  needy."     (Psalm  Ixxii.   4.)     He,  therefore,  cannot  have 

the  religion  of  the  oral  law.     He  will  not  be  a  rabbi,  nor  a 

j  rabbi's  disciple. 


No.  XXXII. 
NEW  YEAR'S  DAY. 

THE  season  of  the  Jewish  year,  which  we  are  now  ap 
proaching,  naturally  leads  us  to  the  consideration  of  some 
subjects  more  important  than  those  which  we  have  lately 
discussed,  the  oral  law  teaches  that  the  festival  of  the  new 
year  is  nothing  less  than  a  day  of  judgment,  on  which  God 
pronounces  sentence  respecting  the  state  of  every  individual  : 


raizn  vmsvun  DTM  nvat 
-rnsi  ins  ho  rrora  rbp^tz?  nat^i  naip 
>a  r  na^n  H7N-i  btz?  avn  vnrot  C 
anna  sizn  HSEatz;  ^DI  rr^nb  cnna  p 
cv  TV  im«  v^^n  o^^n 
nnns  isb  csi  c^nb  cnna  raitpn 


"  As  the  merits  .and  the  sins  of  a  man  are  weighed  at  the 
hour  of  his  death,  so  likewise  every  year,  on  the  festival  of 
New  Year's  Day,  the  sins  of  every  one  that  cometh  into  the 
world  are  weighed  against  his  merits.  Every  one  who  is 
found  righteous  is  sealed  to  life.  Every  one  who  is  found 
wicked  is  sealed  to  death.  But  the  judgment  of  the  inter 
mediate  class  is  suspended  until  the  Day  of  Atonement.  If 
they  repent,  they  are  sealed  to  life,  but  if  not,  they  are  sealed 
to  death."  (Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  iii.  3.)  This  naturally 
leads  us  to  consider  the  rabbinic  doctrine  of  justification,  and 
to  inquire  how  far  it  agrees  with  Moses  and  the  prophets. 
And  here  our  first  business  must  be  to  state  the  doctrine  as 
it  is  found  in  the  oral  law. 

This  law  teaches,  first,  that  he  whose  merits  are  more  than 
his  sins  is  accounted  a  righteous  man  : — 

*B  i  niansn  nTOT  ib  ap  CTS  ^ania  -rnsi  ins  bs 

•m  i  p'ns  vrnaTO  by   nnn>  vnv^Ttp 
nsnftb  n!rn»  >  ran  vnvot  by 
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"  Every  one  of  the  children  of  man  has  merits  and  sins. 
If  his  merits  exceed  his  sins,  he  is  righteous.  If  his  sins 
exceed  his  merits,  he  is  wicked.  If  they  be  half  and  half, 
he  is  a  middling  or  intermediate  person."  (Ibid.  1.) 

It  teaches,  secondly,  that  in  estimating  the  comparative 
state,  respect  is  had  not  only  to  the  number  but  to  the  quality 
of  the  actions  :  — 

piiawm  nvatn  ^an  ^sb  la^  HT  btpan 
maw  n»3  TOD  STKP  mar  t^ 


:  rmn  nmta  "ON*  ins  staim 

"And  this  weighing  is  made,  not  with  respect  to  the 
number  of  the  merits  and  the  sins,  but  according  to  their 
greatness.  There  is  a  merit  which  may  outweigh  many 
sins,  as  it  is  said,  '  Because  in  him  there  is  found  some  good 
thing.'  (1  Kings  xiv.  13.)  And  there  are  sins  which  may 
outweigh  many  merits,  for  it  is  said,  '  One  sinner  destroyetn 
much  good.'  "  (Ecclesiast.  ix.  18.) 

It  teaches,  thirdly,  that  it  is  possible  by  transgression  or 
obedience  to  turn  the  scale  :  — 


nsi  1)53237  nw  sr-on  >-in  ins 
nnntpn  ib  cn:n   nmn  ppb 
b^  nsi  1^237  ns  r^nsn  *>-in  nns 
nbsm  n37ia?n  cnbi  ib  Dia 
b^   ns  snan  pnst»  HT  Dbi37 

nt  ^33?  •'aeo  »  ib^m 


v  1371 

"  If  a  man  sin  one  sin,  he  gives  the  preponderance  for  him 
self  and  for  all  the  world  to  the  scale  of  guilt,  and  causes 
destruction.     But  if  he  perform  one  commandment,  he  gives 
the  preponderance  both  for  himself  and  all  the  world  to  the 
scale  of  merit,  and  causes  salvation  and  deliverance  to  himself 
and  them,  as  it  is  said,  *  The  righteous  is  the  foundation  of 
the  world  '   (Prov.    x.   25),   which  means   that  righteousness 
gives  the  world  a  preponderance  in  the  scale  of  merit  and 
delivers  it.     And  on  this  account  all  the  house  of  Israel  are 
accustomed  to  abound  in  almsgiving,  and  in  good  deeds,  and  . 
to  be  diligent  in  the  commandments  in  the  interval  between 
New  Year's  Day  and  the  Day  of  Atonement  more  than  in  all  } 
the  year  besides."    (Ibid.  4.)    This  then  is  the  doctrine  which  j 
we  have  to  consider. 

The  first  great  principle  is  that  "  Every  one  of  the  children  i 
of  men  has  merits  and  has  sins."     That  every  man  has  sins 
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we  readily  admit ;  but  that  any  man,  or  any  angel,  or  any  of 
God's  creatures,  has  any  merit  "in  the  sight  of  God  we  deny. 
First,  because  the  idea  of  merit  is  utterly  inconsistent  with 
the  idea  of  the  relation  in  which  the  creature  stands  to  the- 
Creator.  Every  created  being  is  bound  by  the  very  fact  of 
his  creation  to  love  God  with  all  his  heart  and  soul,  and  mind 
and  strength,  and  to  do  all  his  will.  Whatsoever,  therefore, 
he  does,  he  can  never  exceed  the  limit  of  his  bounden  duty, 
and  can  therefore  never  lay  any  claim  to  merit.  If  created 
beings  were  free  from  all  obligation  to  love  God  or  to  do  his 
will — if  they  were  independent  and  masters  of  themselves, 
then  by  loving  God  or  doing  his  will  they  might  have  merit, 
for  they  would  be  doing  him  a  service  which  He  has  no  right 
to  require.  Just  as  a  man  that  is  free  may  hire  himself  to 
do  work  for  another  man,  which  he  is  not  bound  to  do,  and 
thereby  earn  wages.  But  not  so  the  slave,  who  is  his  master's 
property.  He  can  only  do  his  duty,  and  if  he  toil  all  the 
day  and  be  diligent  and  faithful  in  his  master's  service,  he 
still  can  lay  no  claim  to  wages  or  to  merit ;  he  has  only  done 
what  he  is  bound  to  do.  To  lay  any  claim  to  merit,  we  must 
stand  on  equal  terms,  and  confer  what  the  other  has  no  right 
to  expect.  But  this  no  created  being  can  ever  do.  He  is 
a  debtor  overwhelmed  with  such  an  amount  of  debt,  that  all 
that  he  has  or  can  raise  only  goes  in  part  payment,  and  who 
therefore  will  never  be  able  to  confer  anything  which  is  not 
already  due.  And  therefore  it  is  said,  "  Can  a  man  be  pro 
fitable  unto  God  ?  "  and  again,  "  Is  it  gain  to  him,  that  thou 
makest  thy  ways  perfect  ?  "  (Job  xxii.  2,  3.)  The  unfallen 
angels  themselves  have  no  merit  before  God,  and  much  less 
fallen  and  rebellious  man. 

But,  secondly,  the  assertion  that  man  has  merits  is  contra 
dicted  by  the  plain  testimonies  of  Scripture.  If  man  have 
merits,  however  few,  then  so  far  as  those  merits  are  concerned, 
his  nature  must  be  good  and  holy,  but  God  declares  the 
contrary:  "Behold,  he  putteth  no  trust  in  his  saints;  yea  the 
heavens  are  not  clean  in  his  sight :  how  much  more  abominable 
and  filthy  is  man,  which  drinketh  iniquity  like  water."  (Job 
xv.  15,  16.)  Such  language  cannot  be  applied  to  any  creature 
capable  of  meriting  anything  in  the  sight  of  God.  "  Again,  if 
man  have  merits,  his  merits  must  proceed  from  the  good  thin- s 
which  he  has  done.  He  that  does  nothing  good  cannot  lv 
meritorious,  but  yet  God  says,  "  There  is  none  that  doeth  good, 
no,  not  one.  They  are  all  gone  aside,  they  are  all  together 
become  filthy ;  there  is  none  that  doeth  good,  no,  not  one.'' 
(1's.  xiv.  1 — :i.)  If  this  be  true,  then  no  man  has  merits.  If 
man  have  merits,  they  must  proceed  from  an  inherent  good 
principle  in  Ins  nature,  but  God  says  even  of  Israel  that  there 
is  no  sueh  principle  of  good :  on  the  contrary,  he  declares  that 
M  3 


250  NEW  YEAR'S  DAT. 

"  the  whole  head  is  sick,  and  the  whole  heart  faint.  From  the 
sole  of  the  foot,  even  unto  the  head,  there  is  no  soundness  in 
it :  but  wounds,  and  bruises,  and  putrifying  sores."  (Isaiah  i. 
5,  6.)  Here  God  describes  Israel,  and  the  description  is 
generally  true  of  mankind,  as  totally  corrupt.  There  is  no 
soundness  in  it.  The  intellect  is  corrupt,  for  "  the  whole  head 
is  sick."  The  affections  are  corrupt,  for  "  the  whole  heart  is 
fauit."  How,  then,  can  he  that  has  a  perverted  intellect  and  a 
corrupt  heart  have  merits  ?  Again,  if  man  have  merits,  his 
good  deeds,  whatever  they  be,  must  be  such  as  to  deserve  the 
approbation  of  God ;  but  the  confession  of  the  prophet  is — 

:  irmpTS  b3  ins  tram  isb^  Sttto::  THI 

"  But  we  are  all  as  an  unclean  thing,  and  all  our  righteous 
ness  as  filthy  rags."  (Isa.  Ixiv.  6.)  Either,  then,  the  oral  law 
or  the  Bible  says  what  is  false.  The  Bible  says  that  the  veiy 
best  of  man's  deeds,  "  all  his  righteousnesses,"  are  no  better  in 
the  sight  of  God  than  filthy  rags :  if  this  be  true,  then  man  has 
no  merit  whatsoever. 

But  again,  the  assertion  that  every  man  has  merits  and  sins, 
is  based  upon  a  false  principle.  It  takes  for  granted  that  God 
judges  men  by  their  individual  acts,  and  not  by  the  state  of 
their  hearts;  that  is,  that  he  judges  as  we  do.  When  we 
consider  a  man's  conduct,  we  can  only  look  at  his  acts,  and  to 
us  some  of  them  appear  good  and  others  bad.  In  our  sight, 
therefore,  he  may  have  some  merits  and  some  demerits.  But 
God  looks  at  the  heart,  and  sees  whether  a  man  loves  him  or  not, 
and  by  the  whole  habit  of  his  mind  and  affections  judges  the 
man's 'state  and  all  his  actions.  We  short-sighted  creatures 
judge  a  man's  heart  by  his  actions ;  but  God  judges  his  actions 
by  his  heart,  and  where  the  heart  is  wrong,  he  is  so  far  from 
counting  any  actions  as  meritorious,  that  he  looks  upon  the 
whole  conduct  as  one  mass  of  abominable  sin. 

The  next  assertion  of  the  oral  law  is,  that  "  If  a  man's  merits 
exceed  his  sins,  he  is  righteous."  This  pre-supposes,  first,  that 
a  man's  merits  may  exceed  his  sins ;  and  asserts,  secondly,  that 
in  this  case  he  is  accounted  righteous.  But  where  is  the  man 
whose  "  merits  exceed  his  sins  ? "  Where  is  the  man  who 
keeps  any  one  of  God's  commandments  perfectly  ?  In  all  our 
best  deeds  and  efforts  there  is  sin  of  admixture  or  of  imperfec 
tion.  Often,  when  by  the  help  of  God,  a  good  thought  or  an 
honest  intention  is  conceived  in  the  heart,  before  it  can  be 
realized  in  action,  some  selfish  and  unworthy  motive  associates 
itself  with  it,  and  spoils  the  whole.  And  in  every  case  the 
obedience  is  imperfect,  so  that  all  our  best  acts  become  occa 
sions  of  committing  sins  either  of  infirmity  or  imperfection, 
and  thus  our  sins  are  certainly  as  many  as  our  good  deeds,  for 
each  one  of  them  has  a  sin  as  its  associate.  But  how  many  are. 
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our  sins  of  thought,  word,  and  deed,  which  are  mere  sins  with 
out  any  admixture  of  good,  and  which  in  themselves  are  "  more 
than  the  hairs  of  our  head  ?  "  And  even  if  we  should  admit 
that  the  final  result  depends  not  upon  number,  but  upon  mag 
nitude,  then  there  is  one  sin  that  extends  from  the  moment  of 
our  birth  to  the  latest  hour  of  our  existence,  and  that  is,  want 
of  perfect  love  to  God.  This  he'  requires  at  every  moment,  but 
yet  how  many  hours  of  every  day  do  we  pursue  our  business 
or  our  pleasures  without  a  single  remembrance  of  him  ?  And 
how  few,  how  hasty,  and  how  interrupted  are  our  grateful 
recollections  of  the  love  and  mercy  of  God  !  Here  then  is  a 
sin  which  in  magnitude  far  exceeds  the  aggregate  of  all  our 
gratitude  and  all  our  services,  and  which  in  itself  would  sink 
the  scale  of  guilt  down  to  the  lowest  hell.  But  by  the  side  of 
it  there  is  another  equally  immense,  and  that  is  our  continued 
transgression  of  the  commandment,  "  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbour  as  thyself."  The  very  best  of  all  God's  saints 
makes,  at  the  most,  but  a  feeble  struggle  against  the  love  of 
self.  He  admits  the  extent  of  his  duty  to  his  neighbour,  he 
knows  it  —  he  desires  to  fulfil  it.  He  watches  against  himself, 
and  yet,  with  all  his  care,  self-love  creeps  in  again  and  again. 
and  asserts  the  mastery  over  his  thoughts  and  actions,  These 
two  sins  would  outweigh  a  thousand  times  all  the  six  hundred 
and  eleven  remaining  commandments  of  which  Israel  boasts, 
even  if  they  kept  them  all  without  a  single  transgression  or  a 
shade  of  imperfection.  With  these  two  sins  on  our  con 
sciences,  it  is  perfectly  absurd  to  talk  of  our  merits  exceeding 
our  sins.  There  is  not,  and  never  was  in  the  world,  a  mere 
child  of  Adam,  whose  sins  did  not  far  exceed  his  good  deeds. 
If,  therefore,  it  be  necessary,  in  order  to  be  accounted  just, 
that  our  merits  should  exceed  our  sins,  we  must  give  up  all 
hope  of  being  justified  before  God. 

But  let  us  suppose  for  a  moment  that  such  a  thing  were 
possible,  that  there  was  a  man  whose  merits  exceeded  his  siiis, 
would  such  an  one  be  accounted  just  before  God  ?  First  let  u> 
ask  Moses,  let  us  hear  what  he  says.  Does  he  promise  that  if 
your  merits  exceed  your  sins,  ye  shall  be  considered  just?  and 
does  he  promise  life,  as  the  oral  law  does,  to  imperfect 
obe.dience  ?  Hear  the  words  of  Moses  himself  :  — 


•n  ms  nttfs  Tnn  bsn  /    snisi  f  w  mon 
aro-ism  csb  mian  ivnn  i3?^b  isbn  nanw 


"  Ye  shall  observe  to  do  therefore  as  the  Lord  your  God  hath 
commanded  you  :  ye  shall  not  turn  aside  to  the  right  hand  or 
to  the  left.  Ye  shall  walk  in  ALL  the  ways  which  the  Lord 
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your  God  hath  commanded  you,  that  ye  may  live,  and  that  it 
may  be  well  with  you,  and  that  ye  may  prolong  your  days  in 
the  land  which  ye  shall  possess."  (Deut.  v.  32,  33.)  'Here 
Moses  requires  perfect  obedience  as  the  condition  of  life,  and 
does  not  allow  a  single  deviation  either  to  the  right  hand  or  to 
the  left.  It  is  not  a  single  declaration,  nor  a  sentiment  wrested 
from  its  context.  Moses  repeats  the  same  again  and  again.  In 
the  very  next  verses  to  those  just  quoted,  he  says  — 


•TT  rro  -HEN  a^att?»m  trpnn  rroan  nsn 
rr-ai3?  ens  -IIPS  V""^  HianA  DDHW  -robb.  nrrnbs 
ns  -nErcb  -pnbw  'n  nw  s-pn  ]2ab  *  nnenb 
pi  -pm  nns  -psn  ^s  -KPN  vms»i  vmpn 


"Now  these  are  the  commandments,  the  statutes,  and  the 
judgments,  which  the  Lord  your  God  commanded  to  teach  you, 
that  ye  might  do  them  in  the  land  whither  ye  go  to  possess  it  ; 
that  thou  mightest  fear  the  Lord  they  God,  to  keep  ALL  his 
statutes  and  his  commandments,  which  I  command  thee  ;  thou 
and  thy  son,  and  thy  son's  son,  all  the  days  of  thy  life  :  and 
that  thy  days  may  be  'prolonged."  (vi.  1,  2.)  Here  again  Moses 
requires  perfect  obedience  to  the  whole  law.  He  requires  it  of 
every  individual  of  Israel.  "  Thou  and  thy  son,  and  thy  son's 
son  ;  "  and  this  universal  obedience  he  exacts  not  at  some  stated 
period  of  the  year,  but  every  day  of  a  man's  whole  life.  "  All 
the  days  of  thy  life."  Moses  leaves  no  room  for  some  merits 
and  some  sins.  If  a  man  does  what  Moses  requires,  he  can 
have  no  sins.  If  a  man  have  any.  sins  whatever,  he  does  not 
fulfil  what  Moses  requires  as  the  condition  of  life.  We  might 
quote  several  other  similar  passages,  but  content  ourselves  with 
one,  where  Moses  expressly  declares  that  universal  obedience 
is  necessary  to  righteousness  :  — 


ns  ns-i>b  nbsn  D^pnn  bs  n«  mtz?rb  rr 
t  run  DVD  nanvnb  o^n  b^  lab  nitob  ir»nb«  "n 
nw  m^b  -TOIM  *o  lab  mnn  np-nn 

n  ^ab  n«tn 


"  And  the  Lord  commanded  us  to  do  ALL  these  statutes,  to  fear 
the  Lord  our  God  always,  that  he  might  preserve  us  alive,  as  it 
is  at  this  day.  And  it  shall  be  our  righteousness,  if  we  observe 
to  do  ALL  these  commandments  before  the  Lord  our  God,  as  he 
hath  commanded  us."  (Deut.  vi.  24,  25.)  This  is  Moses'  idea 
of  righteousness,  and  if  Moses  be  right  the  oral  law  is  wrong. 
It  says,  "  If  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins,  he  is  righteous." 
Moses  says,  If  a  man  keep  all  the  commandments  all  the  days 
of  his  Hie  he  -is  righteous.  The  oral  law  promises  life  to  him 
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who  confessedly  has  sins.    Moses  requires  perfect  and  universal 

!  obedience  as  the  condition  of  life,     it  becomes,  therefore,  an 

j  important,    an   awfully   important,    consideration    for    every 

i  Israelite,  whether  he  will  rest  his  soul's  salvation  on  the  word  of 

Moses,  or  on  that  of  the  oral  law.  If  he  rests  upon  the  oral  law. 

than  he  will  be  satisfied  that  a  partial  obedience  is  sufficient 

to  secure  everlasting  salvation,  and  in  this  hope  he  will  die. 

But  if  he  is  to  be  judged  according  to  the  law  of  Moses,  he 

will,   at   the   hour   of  God's  judgment,   find  himself  awfully 

mistaken.     Moses  knows   of  no  righteousness,   but    that    of 

universal  obedience  every  day  of  a  man's  life,  and  promises  life 

to  none  but  those  who  have  this  righteousness.     He  that  has  it 

not,  therefore,  must  be   condemned.     And  let  every  Israelite 

mark   well  that   Moses  has   not   left  us   to    draw  this  just 

conclusion  from  the  premises  which  he  has  laid  down,  but  has 

|  himself  stated,  in  the  distinctest  and  plainest  terms,   That  he 

I  who  does  not  yield  this  universal  obedience  is  accursed.     And 

that  no  man  may  mistake  his  meaning,  he  sums  up  all  that  he 

j  has  said  upon  this  subject,  and  repeats,  that  he  who  keeps  ALL 

God's  commandments  shall  be  blessed,  and  that  he  who  does 

not  keep  ALL  God's  commandments  shall  be  accursed  :  — 

-HEtrb  -pnbs   n  bipa  BBtt?n  inno?  cs  rrm 
•pnai  cvn  "p2»  "33s  -ircs  vms»  bD  n« 

?  7^bs  T^s  TT 
i:n  nbsn  mzrun 

"  And  it  shalt  come  to  pass,  if  thou  shalt  hearken  diligently 
unto  the  voice  of  the  Lord  thy  God,  to  observe  and  to  do  ALL 
his  commandments  which  I  command  thee  this  day,  that  the 
Lord  thy  God  will  set  thee  high  above  all  nations  of  the  earth  ; 
and  all  these  blessings  shall  come  on  thee,"  £c.  And  then, 
after  enumerating  the  blessings,  he  adds  — 

mtcrb  Tvatsb  -pnbs  TT  bipra  rEC?n  sb  cs  mm 
ism   nvn  -ps»  ^3«  -UPS  vmprn  vmsfc  ba  ns 
T22  nns  TDM  f-pnnrm  nbwn  nibbpn  bs  -^bi? 

nns 


"  But  it  shall  come  to  pass,  if  thou  wilt  not  hearken  unto  the 
voice  of  the  Lord  thy  God,  to  observe  to  do  ALL  his  command 
ments  and  his  statutes  which  I  command  thee  this  day,  that  all 
these  curses  shall  come  upon  thee,  and  overtake  thee.  Cursed 
shalt  thou  be  in  the  city,  and  cursed  shalt  thou  bo  in  the  field,'' 
ice.  (l)eut.  xxviii.  1  —  15.)  Here  Moses  plainly  says,  that  he 
who  is  perfectly  obedient  is  blessed,  and  that  he  who  is  not 
perfectly  obedient  is  cursed.  And  it  is  to  be  noted  that  Moses 
knows  nothing  of  an  intermediate  state  of  man,  the 
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who  are  neither  righteous  nor  wicked.  He  divides  all  Israel 
into  two  classes,  the  blessed  and  the  cursed.  He  who  keeps 
ALL  God's  commandments  belongs  to  the  former  ;  he  who  does 
not  keep  ALL  God's  commandments  to  the  latter.  In  this 
matter,  than,  the  most  important  that  can  employ  the  mind  of 
man,  the  oral  law  contradicts  the  plain  words  of  Moses.  One 
of  the  two  is  certainly  in  error.  It  is  for  the  Israelites  to 
choose  whether  they  will  believe  Moses,  or  that  oral  law  which 
contradicts  his  words.  If  they  believe  in  Moses,  then  no  one  is 
accounted  just  before  God,  but  that  man  who  has  all  the  days 
of  his  life  kept  all  God's  commandments  without  one  deviation. 
Every  other  person  is  so  far  from  being  just,  that  he  is  accursed. 
If  there  were  a  human  being  who  had  all  his  life  kept  all  the 
commandments,  and  only  once  been  guilty  of  transgression, 
that  one  transgression  makes  him  unjust  and  accursed.  But 
there  is  no  such  person.  Every  man's  conscience  tells  him  that 
his  sins  far  exceed  his  obedience,  and  therefore  if  Moses  speak 
truth  he  is  accursed.  Oh,  let  no  one  endanger  his  salvation  by 
trusting  to  the  oral  law.  Let  him  take  up  the  law  of  Moses,  let 
him  investigate  the  conditions  which  Moses  lays  down.  We 
ask  not  now,  that  the  Israelites  should  read  the  New  Testament, 
or  that  they  should  listen  to  our  arguments  or  any  reasoning  of 
man.  We  simply  point  out  to  them  the  words  of  Moses,  and 
we  show  other  passages  of  the  oral  law  which  teaches  an 
entirely  different  doctrine.  We  ask,  then,  whether  the  man 
who  rebels  against  the  law  of  Moses  can  hope  for  salvation  ? 
Yet  this  is  what  every  one  who  follows  the  oral  law  is  doing. 
If  his  temporal  welfare  only  were  concerned,  it  would  not  be  of 
such  moment.  But  here  his  eternal  interests  are  at  stake.  If 
the  oral  law  be  mistaken,  and  mistaken  it  is  if  Moses  spoke 
truth,  their  eternal  salvation  is  forfeited  by  every  one  who 
follows  it.  We  therefore  entreat  every  reader  of  this  paper  to 
take  up  the  law  of  Moses,  and  to  investigate  this  question : — 
"  What  are  the  conditions  of  blessing  and  cursing,  of  life  and 
death,  according  to  the  declarations  of  Moses  ?  Does  he  promise 
life  to  that  man  whose  merits  exceed  his  sins,  or  does  he  require 
universal  obedience  ? "  To  Moses  himself  we  appeal,  and  him 
we  constitute  the  arbiter  of  our  differences. 
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WE  showed  in  our  last  number  that  the  first  axiom  of  the 
oral  law  respecting  the  mode  of  justification  is  false.  Moses 
requires  perfect  and  universal  obedience  to  all  the  command 
ments  as  the  condition  of  justification  and  life,  whereas  the  oral 
law  says  it  is  sufficient  if  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins.  One 
of  the  two,  then,  has  spoken  falsehood.  It  is  for  the  Jews  to 
consider  which  of  them  they  will  brand  with  the  character  of 
liar.  As  for  ourselves,  we  believe  that  Moses  spoke  the  truth, 
and  by  his  standard  of  right  and  wrong  we  proceed  to  examine 
the  second  and  third  principles  of  Rabbinic  justification.  The 
oral  law  tells  us,  further,  that  when  God  weighs  the  merits  and 
the  offences,  "  This  weighing  is  made  not  with  respect  to  the 
number  of  the  merits  and  the  sins,  but  according  to  their 
greatness.  There  is  a  merit  which  may  outweigh  many  sins, 
as  it  is  said,  '  Because  in  him  there  is  found  some  good  thing.' 
(1  Kings  xiv.  13.)  And  there  are  sins  which  may  outweigh 
many  merits,  for  it  is  said,  '  One  sinner  destroyeth  much  good.' 
(Ecclesiast.  ix.  18.)"  And  for  this  reason  we  are  told  that  "  In 
the  ten  days  between  the  New  Year  and  the  Day  of  Atonement, 
Israel  abounds  in  almsgiving  and  good  works  more  than  in  all 
the  year  besides."  Such  is  the  hope  which  the  oral  law  holds 
out  to  Israel.  It  first  tells  a  man,  that  if  his  merits  exceed  his 
sins,  he  is  safe.  Then  feeling  that  none  but  a  fool  or  madman 
can  dream  of  his  merits  exceeding  his  sins,  it  tries  to  quiet  the 
conscience  by  assuring  the  guilty,  that  the  quality  of  the  deeds 
is  regarded  more  than  their  number,  and  that  there  may  be  one 
meritorious  act  which  will  outweigh  many  sins.  It  endeavours 
to  prove  this  by  a  citation  from  the  Book  of  Kings.  This  is  in 
itself  suspicious.  Why  did  it  not  bring  one  or  more  plain 
passages  from  the  Books  of  Moses  ?  They  contain  the  law  of 
God,  and  the  great  principles  of  God's  judgment.  In  deter 
mining  a  case  like  this,  an  appeal  to  the  letter  of  the  law  is 
absolutely  necessary.  Let  every  Israelite,  then,  before  he 
trusts  his  salvation  to  the  oral  law,  find  out  one  passage  in  the 
law  of  Moses,  where  Moses  himself  declares  that  "  one  merit 
may  outweigh  many  sins."  We  know  not  of  one  similar 
declaration,  and  therefore  hesitate  not  to  say,  that  whosoever 
rests  his  salvation  on  this  hope,  has  apostatized  from  the 
religion  of  Moses. 

But  the  passage  itself,  which  the  oral  law  cites,  proves  nothing 
in  support  of  the  above  principle.  The  words  were  spoken  of 
the  son  of  Jeroboam.  "  He  only  of  Jeroboam  shall  come  to  the 
grave,  because  in  him  there  is  found  some  good  thing  towards 
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the  Lord  God  of  Israel  in  the  house  of  Jeroboam."  (1  Kings 
xiv.  13.)  There  is  not  one  word  said  here  about  his  being 
justified  by  that  one  good  thing,  whatever  it  was.  It  did  not 
save  the  child  from  his  sickness.  It  did  not  change  the 
sentence  of  death  into  life.  All  it  did  was  to  procure  him  a 
peaceable  burial.  How,  then,  can  any  reasonable  man  argue, 
because  the  son  of  Jeroboam  had  a  peaceable  burial,  that 
therefore  some  meritorious  act  will  save  him  from  the 
punishment  due  to  his  offences  ?  To  warrant  such  a 
conclusion,  he  ought  first  to  show  that  the  son  of  Jeroboam 
had  been  a  grievous  sinner  like  his  father,  which  the  Bible 
does  not  say  ;  and,  secondly,  that  this  one  meritorious  act  had 
obtained  pardon  of  his  sins,  and  restored  him  to  life  ;  and 
moreover  it  ought  to  be  expressly  said,  that  God  considered 
him  as  just.  The  very  circumstance  that  the  rabbies  were 
obliged  to  have  recourse  to  such  a  passage,  and  that  they  could 
find  nothing  better  in  the  law  or  the  prophets,  shows  that  they 
were  hard  pushed  to  find  anything  that  would  even  bear  a 
faint  resemblance  to  their  doctrine. 

The  law  of  Moses  gives  no  countenance  to  this  doctrine,  and 
can  give  none,  because  it  is  directly  subversive  of  all  the 
principles  of  law  and  justice.  The  stern  principle  of  justice  is, 
that  eveiy  transgression  of  the  law  should  be  followed  by 
punishment  without  any  reference  whatever  to  the  good  deeds 
or  merits  of  the  transgressor.  Even  before  an  earthly  tribunal, 
there  is  no  deviation  from  this  principle.  If  a  murderer  or  a 
robber  be  convicted,  no  degree  of  previous  or  subsequent  merit 
can  be  listened  to  as  a  plea  against  the  just  sentence  of  the  law. 
He  may  in  all  other  respects  be  an  unexceptionable  character, 
he  may  feed  the  poor  and  clothe  the  naked,  and  give  all  his 
goods  in  alms,  but  none  of  these  things  can  change  the  sentence 
of  guilty  into  not  guilty,  or  cause  him  to  be  considered  as  a 
just  or  innocent  person.  And  shall  we  suppose  that  God  is  less 
just  than  man  ?  The  law  of  Moses  gives  us  no  reason  for  such 
a  supposition.  It  says  distinctly  — 

msb  sari  sin  -JIPN  mn  ipssb  IDID  inpn  sbi 

ma  *o 


"  Moreover,  ye  shall  take  no  satisfaction  for  the  life  of  a 
murderer,  which  is  guilty  of  death  ;  but  he  shall  surely  be  put 
to  death."  (Num.  xxxv.  31.)  According  to  this  declaration, 
the  good  deeds  or  merits  of  a  murderer  are  not  to  be  regarded, 
and  there  is  nothing  which  he  can  do  which  can  avert  the 
sentence  of  the  law.  And  shall  we  suppose  that  God  himself 
will  do  what  he  forbids  men  to  do  ?  If  so,  why  did  he  forbid 
it  to  be  done  ?  The  plain  reason  of  this  prohibition  is,  because 
it  is  contrary  to  the  eternal  principles  of  right  and  wrong, 
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j  which  God  himself  cannot  violate  without  detracting  from  his 
holiness.  But  it  is  not  with  respect  to  murder  only  that  God 
•has  laid  down  these  stern  principles  of  justice.  He  says 

):  j  generally — 


TO-J  pi  mtsn  p  nn-i  ra  nrzron 


:n  man  man  -isn  imsia  n«i  nrn  xn  -m 

:  ra 


"  But  the  soul  that  doeth  ought  presumptuously,  whether  he 
be  born  in  the  land,  or  a  stranger,  the  same  reproacheth  the 
Lord,  and  that  soul  shall  be  cut  off  from  among  his  people. 
Because  he  hath  despised  the  Lord,  and  hath  broken  his 
commandment,  that  soul  shall  utterly  be  cut  off  ;  his  iniquity 
shall  be  upon  him."  (Numb.  xv.  30,  31.)  There  is  here  no 
promise  that  his  merits  shall  be  .weighed  against  his  offences. 
One  presumptuous  sin  will  outweigh  all  his  supposed  merits,  and 
for  that  one  he  shall  die  in  his  iniquity.  The  doctrine  of  the 
prophets  is  just  the  same  :  — 


:  man  s^n  nstainn  a?2 

"  The  soul  that  sinneth  it  shall  die." 

nirnnnn  hoa  bis 


itt7«  inwt^nm     SB  n^s  i^Dn  naiaTn  s 

nn 


"  But  when  the  righteous  tumeth  away  from  this  righteous 
ness,  and  committeth  iniquity,  and  doeth  according  to  all  the 
abominations  that  the  wicked  man  doeth,  shall  he  live  ?  All 
hi*  righteousness  that  he  hath  done  shall  not  be  mentioned: 
in  his  trespass  that  he  hath  trespassed,  and  in  his  sin  that  he 
hath  sinned,  in  them  shall  he  die."  (Ezek.  xviii.  20  —  25.) 
When  one  reads  this  passage,  it  appears  as  if  God  had  dictated 
it  on  purpose  to  contradict  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law.  There 
is  here  no  mention  of  weighing  merits  against  sins,  and  no 
promise  that  some  few  extraordinary  merits  may  outweigh 
many  sins.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  distinctly  stated,  that  when 
the  righteous  man  turneth  away  from  his  righteousness,  "  All 
his  righteousness  that  he  hath*  done  shall  not  be  mentioned." 
If  this  be  true,  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law  is  necessarily  and 
totally  false.  But  some  one  may  object  that  there  is  a  similar 
declaration  made  respecting  the  wicked  :  — 

ns  noon  nan:  -iiz?«  vnsttn  bat:  rntrr  •o  yanm 
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sb  rrrp  rrn  npi^i  tasafla  HOTI  vnpn 
-TON  inp-rsn  ib  ror  ^b   nttfr  n^«   VTOQ 

:  mm 

"  But  if  the  wicked  man  will  turn  from  all  his  sins  that  he 
hath  committed,  and  keep  all  my  statutes,  and  do  that  which 
is  lawful  and  right,  he  shall  surely  live,  he  shall  not  die.  All 
his  transgressions  that  he  hath  committed,  they  shall  not  be 
mentioned  to  him,  in  his  righteousness  that  he  hath  done  he 
shall  live."  But  this  verse  is  as  strongly  against  the  doctrine 
of  the  oral  law  as  the  others  already  cited.  In  the  first  place, 
it  does  not  say,  that  he  whose  sins  exceed  his  merits  is  wicked, 
but  that  he  who  commits  sin  is  wicked.  In  the  second  place, 
it  does  not  say_  that,  by  causing  his  merits  to  exceed  his  sins,  he 
can  become  righteous,  but  by  turning  away,  "  from  ALL  his 
sins  that  he  hath  committed,"  and  by  keeping  "ALL  my 
statutes."  It  confirms  the  doctrine  laid  down  already  from  the 
law  of  Moses,  that  to  be  righteous  in  the  sight  of  God,  a  man 
must  commit  jib  sin,  and  keep  all  God's  commandments.  It 
therefore  directly  contradicts  the  oral  law,  and  overturns  the 
doctrine  that  some  merits  may  outweigh  many  sins. 

If  more  proof  be  needful,  we  have  it  in  the  case  of  Moses 
himself.  Very  few,  if  any,  even  of  the  most  devoted  friends  of 
the  oral  law,  can  imagine*  that  he  has  so  many  merits  as  Moses 
his  master  ;  and  yet  the  merits  of  Moses  did  not  outweigh  one 
apparently  trifling  transgression.  Because  of  one  sin,  he  was 
sentenced  to  die  with  the  disobedient  generation  in  the 
wilderness,  and  not  permitted  to  enter  into  the  laud  of  Israel. 
If  Moses'  merits,  then,  could  do  nothing  for  him,  how  vain 
must  be  the  hope  of  others,  who  think  that,  by  abounding  in 
almsgiving  and  good  works  for  ten  days,  they  can  turn  the 
scale  of  God's  righteous  judgment  ?  Neither  the  law  nor  the 
prophets  know  of  any  intermediate  class  between  the  righteous 
and  the  wicked.  They  specify  only  the  two  classes,  the 
righteous  and  the  wicked.  Those  who  fulfil  all  God's  com 
mandments  belong  to  the  one,  and  those  who  transgress  any  of 
God's  commandments  belong  to  the  other.  Let  every  man, 
then,  examine  his  own  heart  and  life,  and  it  will  not  require 
much  time  nor  trouble  to  ascertain  to  which  class  he  belongs.  A 
very  little  reflection  will  convince  him  that  he  has  been,  and 
is,  a  transgressor  of  God's  commandments  ;  that  he  has  no 
merits  and  no  righteousness  ;  and  therefore  belongs  to  that 
class  of  whom  Moses  says,  that  they  are  accursed.  Such  a 
conclusion  may  appear  dreadful,  and  so  it  ought  to  be  ;  but  the 
grand  question  is,  Is  it  true  ?  Let  every  man  ask  himself, 
"  Have  I  kept,  or  do  I  keep,  ALL  God's  commandments?"  If 
he  can  say,  Yes  :  then,  according  to  the  law  of  Moses,  he  is 
righteous,  and  has  the  promise  of  life.  But  if  he  must  say, 
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No  :    then  he  is  unrighteous,  and  the  curse  of  God  is  hanging 
over  him,  ready  to  descend  and  destroy  him  :  — 

nsm  minn  'nm  ns  n^  sb  ntps  mis 

cms 


"  Cursed  be  he  that  confirmeth  not  all  the  words  of  this  law 
to  do  them.  And  all  the  people  shall  say,  Amen."  (Deut. 
xxvii.  26.)  Moses  holds  out  no  hope,  except  to  those  who  yield 
a  perfect  and  universal  obedience. 

But  some  one  will  reply,  if  this  be  true,  then  no  man  can  be 
accounted  righteous,  on  account  of  his  deeds  :  — 


mta  nww  nras  v-isn  ,7ns  rs 

:  starr 

"For  there  is  not  a  just  man  upon  earth,  that  doeth  good, 
and  sinneth  not."  (Eccles.  vii.  20.)  And  this  is  the  truth,  no 
man  can  be  justified  because  of  his  good  works.  We  must 
renounce  all  our  pride,  and  appear  at  the  bar  of  God  as  miser 
able  sinners,  looking  only  for  mercy,  and  not  for  payment. 
We  must  come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  Job  did  — 


as  rbs  as  anrjs  p-r^  nai  p  *o 

m  nns  IDDIT  sb  IBS  nnb 


"  I  know  it  is  so  of  a  truth  :  but  how  should  man  be  just 
with  God  ?  If  he  will  contend  with  him,  he  cannot  answer 
him  one  of  a  thousand."  (Job  ix.  2,  3.)  Job  had  no  idea  that 
his  merits  exceeded  his  sins,  but  knew  well  that  if  God  entered 
into  judgment  with  him,  he  could  not  answer  respecting  even 
the  thousandth  part  of  his  transgressions.  David,  the  man 
after  God's  own  heart,  had  the  same  conviction,  and  had  there 
fore,  no  wish  that  his  merits  should  be  weighed  with  his  sins. 
His  prayer  was  — 

Kb  *o  "pay  ns  Esttfan  Kinn  bs 


"  Enter  not  into  judgment  with  thy  servant  :  for  in  thy  sight 
shall  no  man  living  be  justified."  (Ps.  cxliii.  2.)  And  when 
Daniel  prayed,  he  did  not  venture  to  prefer  his  petitions  on 
the  score  of  merits,  or  to  expect  an  answer  as  the  reward 
of  righteousness,  but  cast  himself  simply  on  the  mercy  of  God  : 

IDTOS  ^ni-re  by  sb  o 

-pam  by  >D 


"  For  we  do  not  present  our  supplications  before  thee  for  our 
righteousnesses,  but  for  thy  great  mercies."  (Dan.  ix.18.)  How, 
then,  can  the  modern  Jews  hope  to  stand  at  the  tribunal  of 
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a  heart-searching  God,  and  not  only  escape  condemnation, 
but  obtain  a  reward  because  their  merits  exceed  their  sins  ? 
Are  they  more  pure  than  Job,  more  holy  than  David,  more 
righteous  than  Daniel?  or  were  those  three  most  holy  men 
mistaken,  or  ignorant  of  the  way  of  salvation  ?  Certain  it  is 
that  there  must  be  some  mistake  somewhere.  Either  the 
rabbies  were  right,  and  then  Job,  David,  and  Daniel  were 
mistaken,  or  these  three  men  were  right,  and  then  the  rabbies 
are  fearfully  and  awfully  mistaken.  If  the  law  requires  perfect 
obedience,  and  denounces  a  curse  against  all  disobedience,  then 
the  former  were  right  in  deprecating  God's  judgment,  and 
casting  themselves  upon  his  mercy.  But  if  the  law  requires 
only  that  a  man's  merits  should  exceed  his  sins,  and  says  that 
all  deficiencies  can  be  made  up  by  almsgiving  and  good  works 
in  the  ten  days  between  the  New  Year  and  the  Day  of  Atone 
ment,  then  they  were  wrong.  Job  was  utterly  mistaken  when 
he  said,  "  How  should  man  be  just  with  God  P"  for  the  rabbies 
say,  Only  be  careful  for  the  first  ten  days  of  the  year,  and  you 
will  be  just  and  sealed  unto  life.  David  was  utterly  mistaken 
when  he  said,  "  In  thy  sight  shall  no  man  living  be  justified  ;  " 
for  the  rabbies  say  that  a  man's  merits  may  exceed  his  sins,  and 
that  such  an  one  is  just  before  God.  Daniel  was  mistaken  in 
not  offering  his  prayers  on  the  score  of  righteousness,  but 
on  the  plea  of  mercy.  But  still,  notwithstanding  the  certainty 
with  which  the  rabbies  speak,  we  would  rather  trust  our  own 
salvation  to  the  word  of  Moses,  of  Ezekiel,  of  Job,  David,  and 
Daniel,  than  to  that  of  the  rabbies.  We  would  rather  kneel  as 
supplicants,  than  claim  the  reward  of  our  deeds  with  the 
rabbies. 

But  we  cannot  pass  this  subject  without  observing  here  also 
how  the  religion  of  the  rabbies  exhibits  itself  at  every  turn  as 
a  religion  for  the  rich  and  the  learned,  rather  than  for  the  poor 
and  laborious  class  of  mankind.  It  teaches  that  almsgiving 
and  good  works,  at  a  certain  season  of  the  year,  will  turn  the 
wicked  into  righteous  men,  and  transform  the  sinner  into 
the  saint.  So  the  rich  sinner  puts  his  hand  into  his  pocket, 
and  lavishes  his  gold  to  the  poor  and  needy,  and  buys  what  is 
wanting  to  make  up  his  deficit  of  merit.  The  learned  man  sets 
to  work  at  his  books  ;  for  the  oral  law  says  :  — 


bs  -mn  rmn  -nnbn  s*b«  /  n-nn  "rabn 
-p^ab  n&rtt  ->Tb  H>n^  TiiDbnna?  jVo 

bm  nrtfrnb  mip  nsbnn 


"  Amongst  all  the  commandments,  there  is  not  one  that 
is  equivalent  to  the  study  of  the  law.  Whereas  the  study 
of  the  law  is  equivalent  to  all  the  commandments  :  for  study 


NEW   YEAR   CONTINUED.  261 

leads  to  practice.     Therefore,  study  always  goes  before  good 

|  deeds."     (Hilchoth  Talmud  Torah.)     The  one  with  his  money, 

I  therefore,  and  the  other  with  his  books,  can  effect  a  balance  in 

i  his  favour ;  but  what  is  to  become  of  the  poor  labouring  classes, 

j  who  have  no  money  to  buy  righteousness,  and  no  time  for  study, 

I  which  is  equivalent  to  all  the  other  commandments  ?     For 

them  to  turn   the  balance  is  impossible— they  have  not  the 

means  ;  and  therefore,  according  to  the  oral  law,  they  stand 

but  a  poor  chance  when  the  final  account  comes  to  be  made 

up.     This  of  itself  would  prove  that  the  doctrine  of  the  oral 

law  cannot  be  true.     God  is  a  righteous  judge,  and  he  accepts 

no  man's  money  and  no  man's  learning.     He  takes  no  bribes, 

and  will  not  wrest  the  judgment  of  the  poor.     The  true  mode, 

therefore,  of  appearing  just  before  God,  is  some  other  than 

that  pointed  out  by  the  oral  law,  and  one  according  to  which 

[the  poor   sinner  will  stand  on  equal  terms  with    his    rich 

brother. 

There  is,  however,  another  point  to  which  we  wish  to  direct 
attention.  The  oral  law  says,  if  a  man's  merits  exceed  his  sins, 
he  is  just  and  sealed  unto  Life  ;  but  if  his  sins  exceed  his  merits, 
then  he  is  sealed  unto  death :  what  then  are  we  to  think  of  all 
who  die  in  each  succeeding  year  ?  It  is  plain  that  they  have 
not  been  sealed  unto  life,  for  then  they  could  not  have 
died.  Then  they  were  sealed  unto  death  ;  then  we  must 
conclude  that  their  sins  exceed  their  merits  ;  and  as  all  die, 
then  we  must  conclude,  further,  that  all  die  in  their  sins — that 
their  sins  arc  more  than  their  merits  ;  and  so,  after  all,  this 
rabbinical  doctrine  comes  to  nothing.  It  tells  a  man  that  by 
having  his  merits  greater  than  his  sins,  he  is  righteous,  and 
will  be  sealed  unto  life ;  and  yet,  after  all  his  almsgiving 
and  good  works,  he  dies  like  other  men,  and  it  turns  out 
that  he  is  not  a  just  man,  nor  even  one  of  the  intermediate 
class,  but  one  of  the  wicked.  How  can  any  rational  man 
put  his  faith  in  such  a  system,  which  promises  a  great  deal, 
but  does  not  keep  its  promise  ?  Above  all,  how  can  he  trust 
his  soul's  everlasting  welfare  upon  a  promise  which  each 
successive  year  proves  to  be  false  ?  Many  an  one  has  passed 
into  eternity  already  before  the  New  Year,  and  of  all  such  the 
oral  law  says  they  have  died  in  their  sins.  Many  more  may  pass 
into  eternity  between  the  New  Year  and  the  Day  of  Atone 
ment.  If  the  oral  law  be  true,  all  such  belong  to  the  decidedly 
wicked  who  did  not  deserve  the  ten  days'  grace.  Then- 
friends  and  relations  must,  therefore,  stamp  their  memory 
with  the  brand  of  the  impenitently  wicked,  or  if  they  entertain  a 
hope  that  such  persons  have  not  "died  in  their  sins,  they  must 
declare  of  the  oral  Taw  that  it  is  false.  If  they  would  have 
a  promise  that  will  not  and  cannot  deceive,  let  them  take 
up  the  law  and  the  prophets.  The  reader  of  this  paper  is  still 
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alive,  but  who  can  tell  how  soon  his  turn  must  come,  and 
come  it  will,  and  that  soon  in  every  case.  What  consolation, 
then,  will  he  have  on  his  dying-  bed?  Will  he  begin  to 
l>alance  his  account  of  merit  and  sin  ?  Alas  !  there  is  no 
use  in  that.  If  the  oral  law  be  true,  it  was  balanced  on  the 
last  Day  of  Atonement,  and  the  sins  were  found  to  outweigh 
the  merits,  as  his  approaching  death  testifies.  Where  then 
will  he  flee  for  refuge  or  for  consolation  ?  In  the  agonv 
tnid  feebleness  of  a  death-bed  hour  there  is  no  time  for  doing 
good  works,  and  poverty  may  cut  off  the  rabbinic  hope  of 
purchasing  salvation.  In  the  oral  law  there  is  no  hope.  Can 
he  find  it,  then,  in  the  law  of  Moses?  That  law  requires 
perfect  and  universal  obedience,  and  pronounces  the  sinner 
accursed.  As  an  accursed  sinner,  then,  he  must  stand  at  the 
bar  of  God,  unless  there  be  some  other  way  and  some  other 
hope.  When  Jacob  was  on  his  death-bed  he  had  another  hope. 
He  could  say  — 


"  I  have  waited  for  thy  salvation/O  Lord."  (Gen.  xlix.  18.) 
Oh  !  let  the  reader  seek  this  salvation  in  time,  that  when 
his  last  hour  comes,  he  may  be  as  calm,  as  happy,  and  as 
full  of  hope  as  his  pious  forefather.  He  died  in  a  foreign  land, 
but  he  died  happy,  trusting  not  in  his  own  righteousness, 
but  in  the  salvation  of  God.  He  had  learned  by  experience 
that  man  cannot  deliver  himself  from  mere  temporal  trouble, 
but  that  even  there  God  is  his  only  refuge  and  his  hope,  and 
still  more  so  in  the  hour  of  death  and  the  day  of  judgment. 
But  he  had  learned  also  to  believe  in  bsiDH  "fsb^n  the 
Angel  who  had  redeemed  him  from  all  evil,  and  was  per 
suaded  that  He  would  not  forsake  him  in  the  great  transition 
from  time  to  eternity.  He  had  not  put  off  the  consideration  of 
salvation  to  the  last.  He  could  say,  "  I  have  waited  for  thy 
salvation,  O  Lord,"  and  therefore  when  the  awful  moment 
arrived,  he  could  in  perfect  tranquillity  gather  his  children 
about  him,  and  tell  them  of  Shiloh  who  was  to  come,  and 
of  the  salvation  which  he  had  expected. 
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ALL  who  believe  in  Divine  Revelation  look  forward  to  a 
great  day,  when  the  secrets  of  all  hearts  shall  be  revealed,  and 
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a  righteous  sentence  pronounced  upon  all  the  sons  of  men. 
The  most  important  thing  in  the  world,  then,  for  us  to  know  is, 
the  way  of  acceptance  with  God,  at  that  solemn  hour.  And  if 
men  are  bound  as  rational  beings  to  examine  the  grounds  of 
their  opinions  and  belief  on  other  subjects,  they  must  be 
considered  as  altogether  devoid  of  reason,  who  do  not  tho 
roughly  examine  and  weigh  the  doctrines  which  have  been 
taught  them  with  regard  to  justification  at  the  bar  of  God. 
A  mistake  on  other  subjects  may  be  endured,  but  a  mistake 
here  is  fatal  and  irreparable.  What  will  be  the  horror  of 
those  who  find  that  they  have  through  their  own  want  of 
consideration  been  trusting  in  a  delusive  hope,  and  have 
rejected,  wilfully  rejected,  that  way  of  acceptance  which  God 
has  appointed.  If  there  be  any  one  point  of  difference  be 
tween  Jews  and  Christians,  which  requires  profound  and 
attentive  consideration,  it  is  this.  We  Christians  believe  that, 
on  this  all-important  point,  the  oral  law  is  utterly  mistaken, 
and  that  all  who  trust  their  salvation  to  the  hope  which  it 
holds  out,  will  find  themselves  awfully  mistaken  if  Moses  and 
the  prophets  speak  truth.  We  have  endeavoured  to  show  that 
the  hope  of  justification  by  merits  is  contrary  to  the  Word 
of  God.  But  we  shall  now  proceed  to  show  that  the  oral  law 
by  this  doctrine  contradicts  itself,  and  that  therefore  it  is  most 
unsafe  to  rest  our  salvation  upon  any  of  its  assertions.  In 
that  law,  which  teaches  that  if  a  man's  merits  exceed  his 
sins,  he  is  justified,  we  also  find  the  following  parable,  in 
tended  to  explain  God's  dealings  in  the  judgment  of  the 
New  Year  :  — 


sn  ib  nana  wbi  -jbttb  oa  ra^na?  na^-rab 
niND"iD  "o  rrbs  mpnatPD  /  vraab  Vnn  rrbs 
lab  7^w  ib  V-IESI  insnpb  nnan  ^bi-n  isi^ 
inv  mpnatz?  ?v:a  >  wbw  cnb  man  -fb  jrvb 
'•arcn  a^btp  cnb  mn  inwnpb  -vsn  ^irn 
sn  crnb  mn  inhnpb  *ron  ^22  bs  isr>  -inv 
ibs  nanian   ^n   »  n"npn   nt   " 


z?^btt?  cnb 
^atz?  nnb  nniiai 
nnb  -iniiai     ^nE  bsn 


"  A  parable.  There  was  a  certain  city,  which  owed  tribute 
to  the  king,  but  did  not  pav  it,  whereupon  he  came  upon  it 
with  an  army  to  collect  it.  When  he  came  within  ten  leagues 
of  it,  the  great  men  of  the  city  went  forth  to  meet  him,  and 
said  to  him,  We  have  nothing  therewith  to  pay  thee,  so  he 
forgave  them  one-third.  When  he  approached  nearer  still, 
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the  middle  classes  of  the  city  went  forth  to  meet  him,  and 
he  forgave  them  a  second-third.  When  he  approached  still 
nearer,  all  the  population  of  the  city  went  forth  to  meet  him, 
and  he  forgave  them  all.  The  King  here  is  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He.  The  inhabitants  of  the  city  are  Israel,  who 
accumulate  sins  all  the  year.  On  the  eve  of  the  New  Year, 
the  great  men  fast,  and  one-third  of  their  sins  is  remitted  to 
them.  In  the  ten  days,  the  intermediate  class  fast,  and  two- 
thirds  are  remitted.  On  the  Day  of  Atonement  all  fast,  and 
all  is  remitted  to  them."  (Orach  Chaiim,  581.)  Now  this 
representation  is  quite  at  variance  with  the  doctrine  that  those 
are  justified  whose  merits  exceed  their  sins.  This  parable,  in 
the  first  place,  represents  all  as  in  debt,  and  secondly,  that  they 
have  nothing  to  'pay,  and  thirdly,  that  the  King  forgives  them 
freely  and  for  nothing.  Now  this  statement  is  directly  con 
trary  to  the  notion  of  merit.  If  a  man  has  more  merits  than 
sins,  and  is  on  that  score  accounted  just,  he  cannot  be  said  to 
be  in  debt,  and  he  needs  no  remission.  But  if  it  be  true  of 
the  great  men  as  well  as  the  middle  class,  that  they  are  in 
debt  and  have  nothing  wherewith  to  pay,  then  it  is  certain 
that  they  have  no  merits,  and  cannot  be  considered  as  just, 
but  as  sinners.  Merit  and  forgiveness  are  as  essentially  op 
posed  as  payment  and  debt.  The  man  who  has  paid  his 
creditor  all  his  demands  can  have  no  debt,  and  so  the  man 
who  has  kept  God's  commands  so  as  to  have  merit,  needs  not 
forgiveness.  But  he  who  has  nothing  to  pay,  that  is,  he  who 
has  no  merits,  must  either  be  condemned,  or  he  must  have 
a  free  forgiveness  of  all  ;  and  this  the  parable  says  is  the 
case  of  Israel.  They  have  nothing  to  pay,  and  God  forgives 
them  all.  Merit  is  therefore  altogether  out  of  the  question, 
and  if  this  statement  be  true,  then  the  doctrine  of  justification 
by  merits  is  false,  and  therefore  the  oral  law  contradicts  it 
self.  How  then  can  the  Israelite  trust  his  everlasting  welfare 
to  a  system  at  variance  with  itself  ? 

The  prayers  for  the  New  Year  are  equally  decisive  against 
the  doctrine  of  justification  by  merits.  Out  of  many  passages 
which  deny  the  existence  of  merit,  and  asserts  the  necessity  of 
a  free  forgiveness,  we  cite  the  following  :  — 


TOT 


sb 


-IK?H  »  n^bsi  mm-n  mbnp 
sn  tTEE?  ]n  i  D'cn  nvn  pitt^nb  ib^  sbi 
rn?rm   »  "Dim  nntpaa  pntp  ^•pab  bm  /  ist 
as  »  va^n  nnnoDi  no-iD  v^P  '  ^r   nD 
^rm  •primp  »  vaab  ' 
bb^n    »  ms-in   s-n 
:  ms 
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"  Thousands  and  ten  thousands  of  congregations,  which 
have  persecuted  us  and  are  vanished,  were  not  able  to  justify 
themselves  in  purity.  Lo !  the  heavens  are  not  pure  in  his 
sight,  arid  all  the  heavenly  angels  are  as  beaten  flax :  how 
then  can  he  that  is  filthy  and  abominable  be  pure  ?  He 
gathereth  riches  by  deceit ;  and  working  in  secret,  he  says 
in  his  heart,  "Who  can  bear  witness  against  me  before  him  ? 
Even  the  beams,  rafters,  planks,  and  stones  of  his  house.  () 
Thou  who  art  too  pure  of  sight  to  view  evil,  sink  our  sins  in 
the  deepest  recesses,  and  work  the  good  sign  for  us."  (Prayers 
for  the  New  Year,  p.  149.)  Here  is  an  express  acknowledg 
ment  that  the  congregations  of  old  could  not  justify  themselves 
by  merit,  an  assertion  in  the  words  of  the  Psalm,  that  all  men 
are  filthy  and  abominable,  and  a  prayer,  not  for  payment  of 
deserts,  but  for  forgiveness  of  sins.  If  this  prayer  contain  the 
sentiments  of  truth,  and  be  offered  in  sincerity,  then  Israel 
has  no  merits,  and  the  doctrine,  that  any  man  is  justified  by 
the  superabundance  of  his  merits,  is  a  mere  fiction.  The  man 
who  will  venture  to  offer  this  prayer,  and  yet  hope  to  be  saved 
by  his  good  deeds,  is  a  hypocrite,  or  is  not  right  in  his  mind. 
Here  again,  then,  the  oral  law  is  inconsistent  with  itself :  for 
here  it  places  the  hope  of  salvation  not  in  merit,  but  in  the 
free  and  undeserved  mercy  of  God.  It  is  the  duty  of  every 
Israelite,  therefore,  to  ascertain  which  of  the  two  \vays  is  in 
accordance  with  the  declaration  of  Moses  and  the  prophets. 
It  is  impossible  that  they  should  both  be  true.  The  fact 
appears  to  be,  that  the  authors  of  the  oral  law,  like  all  other 
men,  loved  the  honour  and  glory  of  persDnal  righteousness, 
and  hoped  that  all  those  deeds,  arid  fasts,  and  almsgiving, 
which  were  so  lovely  in  their  own  eyes,  and  gained  them  so 
much  credit  amongst  men,  would  also  be  duly  acknowledged 
at  the  bar  of  God's  judgment.  At  the  same  time  their  con 
science  was  continually  awakened  and  terrified  by  the  plain 
declarations  of  the  Word  of  God,  and  therefore,  to  quiet 
their  conscience,  they  were  driven  even  against  their  wills 
to  acknowledge  their  guilt,  and  to  seek  for  a  quietus.  This 
they  partly  found  in  the  hope  of  free  mercy,  but  partly  in 
inventions  of  their  own.  They  placed  no  small  dependence 
upon  fasting  and  almsgiving,  but  their  troubled  conscience 
was  not  satisfied  with  these,  and  they  have  therefore  ik\l 
for  refuge  to  observances  the  most  trivial,  and  hopes  the1 
most  childish.  By  blowing  the  horn  the  whole  month  of 
Elul,  they  hope  to  deceive  Satan,  so  that  he  may  not  know 
which  is  the  first  day  of  the  new  year,  and  may  not  be  able 
to  accuse  them  : — 

bibs  rr-a  •pspin  vrra?  V"rn  irpnn  pb 

ns  n^ninb  ST^  tmnn  bn  rraan  n:a? 
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"m  -iBirca  sprv   CD« 


"  Therefore  our  wise  men  of  blessed  memory  have  ordained 
that  the  horn  should  be  blown  on  the  first  day  of  the  month 
of  Elul  every  year,  and  during  the  whole  month,  to  warn 
Israel  to  repent,  as  it  is  said,  '  Shall  a  trumpet  be  blown  in 
the  city,  and  the  people  not  be  afraid  ?  '  (Amos  iii.  6),  and 
also  to  confuse  Satan."  How  can  any  man  of  understanding 
believe  that  a  law  teaching  such  absurdity  is  from  God  P 
We  are  told  in  Zechariah  and  Job,  that  Satan  does  accuse 
the  people  of  God  :  but  how  can  any  one,  who  has  been 
taught  by  the  Word  of  God,  imagine  that  Satan  is  to  be 
deceived  by  blowing  the  horn  at  a  wrong  time,  or  that  even 
if  he  did  not  accuse  at  all,  that  God  is  ignorant  of  man's 
sins,  or  that  he  will  judge  unjustly  unless  he  is  reminded 
by  Satan  ?  In  accusing  sinners,  Satan  gratifies  his  own 
malignity,  but  his  accusation  is  not  wanted  at  the  bar  of 
God  to  convict  man  of  sin.  When  men  appear  there  they 
will  be  seen  as  they  are.  All  their  transgressions  will  be 
as  visible  as  is  now  their  bodily  presence.  The  eye  of  God 
will  penetrate  every  secret  recess  of  the  soul,  and  the  con 
science  itself  will  testify  and  condemn  the  impenitent.  It 
is  therefore  most  absurd  and  irrational  to  hope  to  escape  by 
confounding  the  accuser  ;  and  it  is  to  us  serious  matter  of 
astonishment  how  such  an  absurdity  could  have  been  tolerated 
for  so  many  centuries,  and  how  a  people  of  such  intellect  as 
the  Jews  confessedly  are,  should  remain  the  disciples  of  such 
senseless  superstition. 

But  the  rabbies  expect  not  only  to  confound  Satan  by 
blowing  the  horn  at  the  wrong  time,  but  to  obtain  Gods 
mercy  by  blowing  it  at  the  right  time.  Thus  we  are  told 
in  Vaijikra  llabbah  — 


pypim  jrrnaia;  n« 

^m  SDDD  ni»vn  Tin  sorstt  TEI^  rrnpn 
miDi  o^nm  cmbs  sbnnm  -ISIE?  bin  n 
anira  VWM   D^Dmb  "pin  rn» 


"  At  the  hour  in  which  Israel  take  their  horns,  and  sound 
before  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  He  rises  from  the  throne 
of  judgment  and  sits  on  the  throne  of  mercy,  as  it  is  written, 
'  The  Lord  with  the  sound  of  the  trumpet'  (Ps.  xlvii.  5)  ;  and 
he  is  filled  with  mercy  towards  them,  and  has  pity  upon  them, 
and  changes  the  attribute  of  judgment  which  was  against 
them  into  mercy.  When  does  this  happen  ?  In  the  seventh 
month."  (Vaijikra  llabbah,  sect.  29.)  This  then  is  one  of 
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the  means  whereby  the  rabbles  try  to  quiet  a  guilty  con 
science.  If  true,  it  would  no  doubt  be  very  convenient  for 
a  man  who  has  spent  the  year  in  iniquity,  and  who  has  not 
repented,  and  does  not  intend  to  repent,  to  get  rid  of  all  his 
sins  by  blowing-  a  horn  on  the  new  year,  and  thus  turning 
God's  wrath  into  mercy.  But  it  is  a  statement  altogether 
opposed  to  the  Word  of  God,  and  derogatory  to  his  character 
for  mercy  and  for  justice.  No  mere  ceremonial  act  can  atone 
for  sin,  neither  does  God  need  the  blowing  of  a  horn  to  remind 
him  of  mercy.  To  suppose,  that  such  a  miserable  ceremony 
can  stop  God  in  his  course  of  justice,  and  make  him  reverse 
his  determinations,  is  to  deprive  him  of  all  the  attributes  of 
Deity,  and  to  represent  him  as  exceeding  in  imbecility  the 
weakest  of  all  the  sons  of  men  that  ever  occupied  the 
judgment-seat.  And  yet  this  most  absurd  and  unscriptural 
hope  is  not  merely  a  rabbinic  legend,  or  an  allegory,  but  is 
in  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue  gravely  inserted  as  a  devout 
petition  :  — 

P-*"1  >n>  '  ni^pnn  ^sb  rpinb  nann 

Tibs  vrns 

biian  bsn  npy  ^nbsi  pn^  Tibs  err-as 
c^amn  D'3sb»n  ^b  ribt&na? 


rrsrass  bnan  -fsb^n  nsi  bs-iar  ns  nistb 
pin  ana?  ron  bsn^  bt27 
y^ownb  nainan  wzwn  bnan 
nsi  nn^^pnn  ]&wn  n^nnbi 
nnoD  cnpjs  nsitrn  br 
b37   D^aiiaan  psbiaoi  bs^mn 
nsi   11123  KDS  ^aab   ian3?spn 
-jNbEn  nsi  n^*nnn  br  nait^n 
cni^nb  pntz?p  bi? 
KDD  >2Dbi  nDincn  ^asb  lany^pn  nibynb 
cnb  oasni  a^iamn  bs-itt?*»  7^^  bs?  sbani 
mzan  702  D3?  ananni  ^in  n-iit»n 
SDD 


The  following  prayer  is  said  by  the  person  who  sounds 
the  cornet,  before  he  begins  :  —  "  May  it  be  acceptable  in  thy 
presence,  O  Lord,  my  God,  and  the  God  of  my  fathers,  the 
God  of  heaven,  and  the  God  of  the  earth  ;  the  God  of  Abraham, 
the  God  of  Isaac,  and  the  God  of  Jacob;  the  great  God,  mighty 
and  tremendous  ;  to  send  me  the  holy  and  pure  angels,  who 
are  faithful  ministers,  and  faithful  in  their  message  j  and  who 
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are  desirous  and  willing  to  justify  Israel ;  and  also  the  great 
angel  Patzpatziah,  who  is  appointed  to  present  the  merits  of 
Israel,  when  they  sound  the  cornet  this  day  ;  and  likewise  the 
great  angel  Tashbach,  who  is  appointed  to  declare  the  merits 
of  Israel,  and  confound  Satan  with  their  sound  of  the  cornet ; 
and  the  great  princes,  who  are  appointed  over  the  cornet, 
Enkatham  and  Pastam,  and  the  great  angels,  Hadarniel  and 
Sandalphon,  who  are  appointed  over  our  sounding,  who  in 
troduce  our  sounding  before  the  throne  of  thy  glory  ;  and  also 
the  angel  Shamshiel,  who  is  appointed  over  the  joyful  sound  ; 
and  the  angel  Prasta,  who  is  appointed  to  superintend  pTtpp 
that  they  may  all  be  expeditious  in  their  errand  ;  to  introduce 
our  soundings  before  the  veil,  and  before  the  throne  of  thy 
glory  ;  and  mayest  thou  be  filled  with  mercy  over  thy  people 
Israel ;  and  lead  us  within  the  temperate  line  of  strict  justice  ; 
and  conduct  thyself  towards  thy  children,  with  the  attribute  of 
mercy,  and  suffer  our  soundings  to  ascend  before  the  throne  of 
thy  glory."  (Prayers  for  the  New  Year,  p.  81.)  Here,  then, 
AVC  have,  in  the  language  of  solemn  prayer,  the  very  same 
monstrous  doctrine,  that  the  sounding  of  the  cornet  on  the  new 
year  can  change  God's  determinations  ;  and  we  have  it  in  even 
a  more  objectionable  form,  for  it  is  connected  with  other  most 
unscriptural  superstitions.  This  prayer  asserts  what  is  nowhere 
found  in  Holy  Scripture,  that  there  is  a  certain  number  of  angels 
whose  express  office  it  is  to  superintend  the  blowing  of  the 
horn,  and  to  bear  the  soundings  thereof  before  the  throne  of 
God,  and  at  the  same  time  to  advocate  their  merits.  In  the 
first  place,  this  is  a  pure  invention,  and  a  fond  superstition.  In 
the  Word  of  God,  not  one  word  is  mentioned  of  anything  of 
the  kind.  We  should  be  sorry  to  treat  any  religious  tenet  of 
any  people,  but  especially  of  the  Jews,  with  ridicule,  but  we 
cannot  help  asking  the  good  sense  of  every  reader,  whether  the 
representation  here  given  is  not  in  the  highest  degree  ridi 
culous  ?  The  angels  are  to  be  sent  down  from  heaven.  For 
what  purpose  ?  Is  it  to  warn  men  of  the  impending  wrath  of 
God,  or  to  announce  the  coming  redemption  of  Israel,  or  to 
execute  God's  judgments  ?  No,  but  to  attend  to  the  blowing 
of  a  ram's  horn,  and  to  carry  up  the  sounds  before  the  throne 
of  God,  that  they  may  turn  his  attribute  of  judgment  into 
that  of  mercy.  Is  it  necessary,  then,  for  the  angels  to  interfere 
in  this  matter  ?  cannot  God  hear  the  sounding  of  the  cornet, 
unless  it  be  conveyed  to  him  by  angels  ?  or  do  the  movings  of 
his  compassion  depend  upon  the  blowing  of  a  cornet  ?  What 
would  Elijah  have  said  to  such  doctrine  as  this  ?  When  the 
priests  of  Baal  only  cried  aloud,  he  mocked  them,  and  said, 
"  Cry  aloud,  for  he  is  a  God  ;  cither  he  is  talking,  or  he  is 
pursuing,  or  he  is  on  a  journey,  or  peradventure  he  sleepeth, 
and  must  be  awaked."  (1  Kings  xviii.  27.)  And  yet  the 
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priests  of  Baal  were  not  sounding  a  cornet,  that  they  might 
rouse  their  pretended  Deity  to  compassion.  If  we  had  not  read 
this  prayer  with  our  own  eyes,  we  oould  scarcely  have  believed 
that  even  Kabbinism  itself  could  have  fallen  into  such  manifest 
absurdity.  But  the  subject  is  far  too  grave  to  be  treated  with 
levity.  Upon  this  absurdity,  the  rabbies  teach  Israel  to  rest 
their  hope  of  salvation.  Conscious  that  the  hope  of  justification 
by  merit  is  fallacious,  and  yet  unwilling  to  give  up  what  is  so 
palatable  to  the  pride  of  man,  they  seek  about  to  find  something 
that  will  compensate  for  the  deficiency,  and  in  the  eagerness 
of  desperation  grasp  at  any  thing.  The  trivial  ceremony  of 
blowing  the  cornet  was  therefore  turned  into  a  mysteiy,  and  a 
suitable  apparatus  of  angels  invented  to  meet  the  apprehensions 
of  the  superstitious  and  unenlightened,  and  in  some  degree  to 
take  off  the  apparent  irrationality  of  believing  that  an  act  so 
insignificant  should  effect  a  change  so  great  in  the  purposes  of 
the  Almighty.  But  whatever  was  the  motive  or  the  origin  of 
this  fable,  there  it  now  stands  in  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue, 
to  lead  the  ignorant  away  from  the  true  means  of  justification, 
and  the  true  ideas  of  God's  justice  and  God's  judgment.  Let 
no  man  say  it  is  an  innocent  error.  No  error  is  innocent. 
EiTor  in  every  form  is  pernicious ;  in  religion  it  is  deadly.  And 
the  most  mischievous  of  all  religious  errors  are  those  which 
confirm  men  in  the  idea,  that  external  ceremonies  will  atone 
for  moral  delinquencies  ;  and  this  is  precisely  the  tendency  of 
the  fable  here  noticed.  An  ignorant  and  superstitious  man, 
and  there  are  many  such  in  every  religion,  finds  in  his  Prayer- 
book  that  the  blowing  of  the  cornet  can  change  the  attribute  of 
judgment  into  the  attribute  of  mercy :  he  believes  it  to  be  true, 
not  only  because  of  the  book  where  *he  finds  it,  but  because 
every  man  is  glad  to  hear  of  a  way  of  acceptance,  which  will 
save  the  trouble  of  repentance  and  thorough  change  of  heart 
and  life.  He  therefore  perseveres  through  the  year  in  the 
practice  of  those  things  which  his  heart  condemns,  trusting  that 
the  blowing  of  the  cornet  will  set  all  straight,  and  thus  he  goes 
on  from  year  to  year  until  death  overtakes  him  hardened  and 
impenitent,  and  he  finds  too  late  at  the  bar  of  God,  that  he 
has  been  in  fatal  error.  Upon  whom  then  will  the  guilt  of 
such  person's  destruction  be  charged  ?  Not  only  upon  those 
who  invented  the  falsehood,  but  on  those  also  who  sanction  it, 
who  leave  it  in  the  Prayer-book,  and  thus  practically  teach  the 
people  superstition.  Every  Jew  who  attends  the  worship  of 
the  synagogue  is  responsible  in  his  station  and  calling,  for  the 
error  and  falsehood  which  its  prayers  propagate  amongst  the 
people.  But  at  all  events  every  person  who  disbelieves  this 
story  of  the  angels  carrying  up  the  sounding  of  the  cornet,  must 
grunt  that  a  system  teaching  such  a  method  of  salvation  is  very 
unsafe ;  and  that,  as  it  grossly  errs  in  this  one  article  it  is 
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suspicious  in  all.  But  besides  the  absurdity  of  this  doctrine, 
we  must  notice  its  inconsistency.  The  Prayer-book  states  that 
the  blowing  of  the  cornet  is  necessary  to  the  procuring  of 
pardon  ;  it  therefore  implies  that  pardon  is  necessary,  and 
therefore  that  Israel  is  guilty  ;  what,  then,  becomes  of  merits  ? 
If  Israel  can  be  justified  by  merits,  the  blowing  of  the  cornet  is 
superfluous  ;  for,  in  that  case,  all  they  want  is  justice.  Where 
a  man  can  claim  salvation  because  of  all  his  good  deeds,  he  need 
not  fear  the  attribute  of  righteousness,  "pin  HID,  and  does 
not  want  the  attribute  of  mercy.  But  the  moment  that  he 
acknowledges  his  need  of  forgiveness,  he  confesses  that  he  has  no 
merits.  If,  therefore,  the  Prayer-book  be  right  in  acknow 
ledging  sin  and  praying  for  pardon,  the  oral  law  is  wrong  in 
teaching  justification  by  merits.  One  contradicts  the  other, 
and  therefore  they  cannot  both  be  from  God ;  and  the  man  who 
believes  both  is  guilty  of  renouncing  his  reason.  But  the  man 
who  trusts  his  salvation  to  a  system  so  inconsistent  with  itself, 
is  utterly  devoid  of  wisdom.  He  is  hazarding  his  eternal 
welfare  on  the  testimony  of  a  witness  wTho  contradicts  himself; 
who  says  at  one  time,  that  a  man  can  be  saved  by  his  merits, 
and  at  another  time  that  he  has  no  merits  that  can  stand  the 
scrutiny  of  God's  righteous  judgment. 


No.  XXXV. 

JUSTIFICATION. 

THE  doctrine  of  justification  by  merits  is  agreeable,  and 
seems  very  reasonable,  so  long  as  a  man  can  theorize,  that  is,  so 
long  as  he  is  not  in  earnest.  But  so  soon  as  the  prospect 
of  death,  or  any  other  similar  circumstance,  compels  him  to 
realize  the  act  of  Divine  judgment  upon  himself,  it  loses  all  its 
beauty  and  plausibility ;  the  conscience  is  unsatisfied  by  its  con 
solations,  and  reason  pronounces  that  the  hope  built  on  merits 
is  insecure.  A  solemn  and  earnest  review  of  our  past  years  soon 
convinces,  that  our  good  deeds  are  but  few,  that  our  best 
deeds  are  defiled  by  mixed  motives ;  and,  above  all,  that  the 
love  of  God  has  not  been  the  heart's  dominant  principle,  and 
that,  therefore,  some  other  mode  of  justification  is  absolutely 
necessary.  The  truth  of  this  statement  is  confirmed  by  the 
inconsistency  of  the  oral  law  with  itself.  The  great  principle 
of  the  Odd  low  is,  that  the  observance  of  any  one  of  its 
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commands,  purchases  a  certain  quantity  of  merit,  and  that 
an  accumulation  of  these  merits  will,  at  last,  constitute  a 
sufficiency  ;  but  when  the  solemn  season  of  the  New  Year  and 
the  Day  of  Atonement  arrives,  this  sufficiency  is  found  to  be 
insufficient,  and  the  alarmed  conscience  eagerly  looks  round  to 
find  something,  that  may  compensate  for  the  deficiency  of 
merit.  We  have  already  noticed  some  of  the  rabbinic  in 
ventions  for  this  purpose,  and  now  proceed  to  consider  another, 
and  that  is,  the  merit  of  their  progenitors.  One  of  the  main 
props  of  rabbinic  hope  is  the  righteousness  of  their  forefathers, 
as  may  be  seen  almost  on  every  page  of  the  Jewish  Prayer- 
book,  and  as  is  apparent  in  the  following  extracts  :  — 


mpsnn  ircs  rrn 
jsn  »  mpzp  sbi  nvnsa  nnbtr  r 
DV  nn  •npentp  rmpv  trbizn  fcvro  ibbin  ^ 

-pbrria 


"  She  who  was  sorrowful  when  bairen,  was  made  to  rejoice 
with  good  tidings  when  ninety  years  of  age  ;  she  then  sent 
forth  shoots  that  failed  not.  Kegard  the  merit  of  your  an 
cestors  who  were  born  on  this  day,  and  the  three  barren  ones, 
who  were  visited  on  this  day  :  justify,  through  their  righteous 
ness,  those  who  hope  in  thee,  O  Thou,  who  art  tremendous." 
(Levi's  Prayer  for  the  New  Year,  p.  61.) 

And  again  — 

f  mpttfb  tmnb  bn  wsn  t  mips  nv»  b^n  ns 
i  mpin  b3?D  -ii^b  nm   »  rrnp^b   -j-n  in 
oibcn  b-n  rrj7i  »  ^21273 


*  ninn  -its  pn^nnn  or  <  n!i 
nrnnn  b^  i"by  nn^b   r  n«n:  "jinn 


n^tcn  rr'sn  nu  vasb  ninr   »  n^i^i^b  nvn  nis 
avs  DD  ^D  ana^  r  DV  nn  n^nis 


ninbi  pnbn  c^asia?    t  mpcnb  nn  rpbi? 
->E?n   f  m^r  na? 


"The  fearful  day  of  visitation  is  come,  its  dread  goads 
all  flesh  ;  they  present  themselves  with  bended  knees  ;  O  mav 
their  repentance  be  accounted  as  a  burnt-offering.  Thou  who 
hast  formed  them  judgest  all  their  thoughts:  the  rich  and 
poor  are  all  weighed  in  the  balance  ;  remember  the  merit  oj 
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flj 

him  who  said,  '  Shall  he  not  do  justice  ?  '  O,  remember  the 
tejior  of  his  prayer  in  judgment.  Ere  ought  was  created  didst 
thou  purpose  to  ordain  him  the  rock  from  whence  the  nation 
was  to  spring  ;  he  was  as  the  centre,  the  support  of  all 
creatures.  His  wife  was  on  this  day  endued  with  youth,  to 
cause  the  branch  to  put  forth  at  ninety  years  of  age  ;  she  was 
appointed  as  a  sign  to  those  who  are  likened  to  the  rose,  who 
are  to  pass  before  thee  in  judgment  on  this  New  Year's-day. 
Her  posterity  tremble  this  day  ;  when  they  stand  before 
thy  terrible  throne  ;  they  utter  the  voice  of  prayer  this  day  ; 
they  assemble  to  sound  the  cornet,  that  they  may  obtain 
redemption.  Tliey  depend  on  her  merit  to  be  visited  like 
her  ;  their  assemblies  cry  aloud  and  hasten  to  enter  into 
thy  doors.  They  depend  on  the  ashes  of  him  who  was  bound 
as  a  lamb,*  with  whom  she  was  visited  in  the  month  Tishri." 
(Ibid.,  p.  57.)  The  offering  of  Isaac  is  regarded  as  particularly 
meritorious,  and  constantly  urged  as  a  plea  for  merit.  Thus  — 


w  nawn 
isntb  nvn  imps  lab  -nan 

"  Attentively  view  the  ashes  of  Isaac,  heaped  upon  the 
altar  ;f  and  remember  this  day  unto  his  seed,  his  being  bound 
on  the  altar."  (Ibid.,  p.  81.)  And  again  — 


TIT  -pon  D'osatt  »inw  mn  n 

N  -it&vai  nrn  rrn&nin  t 


"  They  depend  on  the  righteousness  of  the  first  patriarch, 
and  rest  on  the  merit  of  the  only  peculiar  Son,  and  are  secure 
in  the  perfection  and  rectitude  of  the  father  of  the  nation." 
(Ibid.,  p.  105.) 

These  passages  show  plainly  that,  after  all,  the  rabbies  felt 
their  own  doctrine  of  justification  by  merits  very  unsafe 
ground  on  which  to  build  their  hope  of  salvation  ;  and  that 
they  were  glad  to  flee  to  merits  more  adequate,  which  they 
hoped  to  find  in  the  righteousness  of  their  ancestors.  The 
modern  Jews,  who  still  adopt  these  prayers,  profess  to  en 
tertain  the  same  hope,  and  we  therefore  proceed  to  inquire, 
whether  it  be  built  on  a  better  foundation  than  that  which 
they  are  compelled  to  relinquish.  We  think  that  it  is  not  ;  for, 
in  the  first  place,  the  saints  of  old,  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob, 
though  we  revere  them  as  pious  and  holy  men,  were  after  all 
only  sinful  men  like  ourselves.  They  did  not,  and  could  not, 
save  themselves  by  their  own  righteousness,  and  if  they  did  not 
save  themselves,  it  is  folly  to  think  that  they  can  save  us. 

*  Isaac. 

t  "Alluding  to  Isaac's  being  bound;  and  thus  considered  as  if  he  had  been 
offered,  and  his  body  burnt  to  ashes  on  the  altaj."    (Levi's  note.) 
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Abraham,  though,  by  the  grace  of  God,  the  father  of  the  faithful, 
was  yet  in  himself  so  weak  in  faith,  and  so  distrustful  in  the 
goodness  and  mercy^  of  God,  as  to  endeavour  to  save  him 
self  from  the  Egyptians  by  means  of  a  deliberate  falsehood. 
Sarah  had  so  little  faith  as  to  laugh  within  herself  at  the 
promise  of  God,  and  then  to  defend  herself  by  a  lie.  Isaac 
was  guilty  of  similar  conduct,  and  Jacob's  sin  in  deceiving  his 
brother  plainly  shows,  that  he  also  was  a  poor  sinful  creature. 
Where  then  are  their  superabundant  merits,  whereby  they 
are  to  justify  all  their  posterity  ?  The  Word  of  God  says 
expressly,  — 

22  trnbsb  in>  sb  GPS  ma1*  ma  sb  ns 


"  No  man  can  by  any  means  redeem  his  brother,  nor  give  to 
God  a  ransom  for  him."  (Ps.  xlix.  8.)  How  then  are  these 
three  men  to  redeem  all  their  posterity?  If  they  have  got 
merits  sufficient  to  compensate  for  the  unrighteousness  of  their 
children,  then  they  have  a  ransom  ;  and  then  the  Word  of  God, 
which  says  that  no  man  has  a  ransom,  is  not  true.  But  if  the 
words  of  the  Psalm  be  true,  —  and  he  is  no  Jew  who  thinks 
them  false,  —  then  the  patriarchs  have  no  superabundant  merits, 
and  no  ransom  to  offer  for  their  children,  and  then  the  hope 
built  on  their  righteousness  is  deceitful,  and  those  that  lean  on 
it  will  find  themselves  mistaken  in  the  hour  of  judgment.  Nay, 
more,  they  will  find  themselves  accursed  for  departing  from 
the  Lord.  He  that  trusts  in  the  righteousness  of  Abraham, 
Isaac,  and  Jacob,  to  deliver  him  from  the  wrath  to  come,  is 
evidently  trusting  in  man,  and  making  flesh  his  arm.  If  the 
merits  of  the  patriarchs  can  save  their  children  from  the  wrath 
of  God,  then  God  is  not  the  Saviour  of  Israel,  but  the  patri 
archs  arc  Israel's  redeemers,  and  poor  mortal  men  are  their 
hope  and  their  trust  :  but  the  Prophet  says,  — 


pi  wrr  -itzn  can  msn  nton1*  -IIPS  -ann 


"  Cursed  be  the  man  that  trusteth  in  man,  and  maketh  flesh 
his  arm,  and  whose  heart  departeth  from  the  Lord."  (Jer. 
xvii.  5.)  So  far,  then,  from  being  secure  by  trusting  in  the 
righteousness  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  this  trust  increases 
the  sinner's  guilt,  and  draws  down  upon  him  a  double  curse. 
But  it  has  pleased  God  himself  to  argue  this  question  at  large 
with  the  Jews,  to  suppose  the  case  of  a  righteous  father  who 
has  an  unrighteous  son,  and  to  declare  that  the  son  cannot  be 
saved  by  the  righteousness  of  the  father.  In  the  Prophet 
Ezekiel,  God  says,  "  If  a  man  be  just,  and  do  that  which  is 
lawful  and  right  -  he  is  just,  he  shall  surely  live,  saith  the 
Lord  God.  If  he  beget  a  son  that  is  a  robber,  a  shedder  of 
N  3 
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blood,  and  that  doeth  the  like  to  any  of  these  things,  and  that 
doeth  not  any  of  those  duties,  but  even  hath  eaten  upon  the 
mountains,  and  defileth  his  neighbour's  wife,  hath  oppressed  the 
poor  and  needy,  hath  spoiled  by  violence,  hath  not  restored  the 
pledge,  and  hath  lifted  up  his  eyes  to  the  idols,  hath  com 
mitted  abomination,  hath  given  forth  upon  usury,  and  hath 
taken  increase  :  shall  he  than  live  ?  he  shall  not  live  :  he  hath 
done  all  these  abominations  :  he  shall  surely  die ;  his  blood 
shall  be  upon  him."  (Ezek.  xviii.  5—13.)  Here  God  sets  the 
matter  at  rest,  and  decides  that  the  righteousness  of  a  father 
is  of  no  use  to  an  unrighteous  son,  and  cannot  deliver  him  from 
the  punishment  due  to  his  evil  deeds.  The  doctrine,  then,  of 
justification  by  the  merits  of  ancestors,  is  directly  opposed  to 
the  plain  declaration  of  God  himself,  and,  therefore,  in  this  case 
also  the  Jewish  prayers  and  the  oral  law  teach  error,  and 
seduce  the  Jews  to  their  everlasting  destruction,  by  teaching 
them  to  trust  in  that  which  can  do  them  no  good.  It  is  an 
awful  and  melancholy  spectacle  to  see  God's  ancient  people 
thus  misled.  At  this  season  of  the  year,  the  devout  amongst 
them  endeavour  to  turn  to  God,  fast  and  pray,  and  yet  neither 
the  one  nor  the  other  is  accepted,  because  they  put  their  trust 
in  the  merits  of  men,  and  their  heart  is  turned  away  from  God 
their  Saviour.  The  prayers  of  the  synagogue,  instead  of 
drawing  down  a  blessing,  only  help  to  accumulate  wrath,  by 
seducing  them  from  the  Redeemer  of  Israel  to  refuges  of  lies. 
And  hence  it  happens  that  all  the  fasts  and  the  prayers  of 
Israel  for  these  seventeen  centuries  have  been  disregarded  by 
God,  and  that  Israel  still  continues  in  captivity.  But  as  every 
lie  and  every  error  is  built  upon  some  truth  as  its  foundation, 
it  will  be  well  to  inquire  what  truth  it  was  that  gave  rise  to 
ihis  error  of  justification  by  the  merits  of  ancestors?  The  prin 
ciple  is  that  the  guilty  may  be  saved  by  the  merits  of  another 
person,  who  is  righteous:  how,  then,  did  this  principle  become 
current  among  the  Jews  ?  It  was  certainly  not  the  invention  of 
human  reason,  for  reason  can  discover  no  necessary  connexion 
between  the  merits  of  one  righteous  man  and  the  pardon  of 
another  who  is  guilty.  The  principle  does  not  hold  in  the  ordi 
nary  judicial  proceedings  of  this  world:  a  robber  or  a  murderer  is 
not  and  cannot  be  pardoned  because  another  member  of  the  com 
munity,  or  of  his  family,  is  a  good  and  righteous  man.  We  must 
therefore  look  elsewhere  for  the  origin  of  the  principle,  and  we 
find  it  in  the  revealed  will  of  God.  We  see  it  in  the  appoint 
ment  of  sacrifice  and  atonement,  according  to  which  a  guilty 
man  was  pardoned  by  the  suffering  of  an  innocent  animal. 
Here  is  at  once  the  principle  of  substitution  of  the  innocent  for 
the  guilty ;  and  human  reason,  when  it  once  has  the  substratum, 
can  easily  proceed  to  erect  the  superstructure.  In  the  present 
case  it  naturally  argued,  if  the  death  of  one  of  the  brute 
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creation  could  effect  so  much,  how  much  more  would  the  merits 
of  a  righteous  man  avail,  if  such  an  one  could  be  found  ?  The 
error,  then,  is  not  in  the  principle,  but  in  its  application. 
According  to  the  Scripture,  it  is  true  that  the  innocent  may  be 
substituted  for  the  guilty  ;  but  the  rabbies  were  wrong  in 
applying  this  truth  to  the  case  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  Jacob,  and 
other  men,  who  were  only  sinners  as  themselves.  The  Word 
of  God,  which  gave  the  principle,  also  directs  us  to  the  right 
application.  It  tells  us  of  one  for  whose  righteousness'  sake 
the  Lord  will  forgive  sin  :  — 


rmn     TP  ipi^  pa     V5n  /n 

"  The  Lord  is  well  pleased  for  his  righteousness'  sake  ;  he 
will  magnify  the  law  and  make  it  honourable."  (Isa.  xlii.  21.) 
Who,  then,  is  this  person  ?  The  preceding  verses  tell  us  that 
it  is  the  servant  of  the  Lord.  Who,  then,  is  the  servant  of  the 
Lord  ?  Kimchi  says,  on  this  verse,  that  the  servant  of  the 
.Lord  is  the  prophet  ;  but  this  cannot  possibly  be  true,  for  the 
prophet  was  not  righteous,  but  a  sinner,  as  he  himself  tells  us 
in  the  sixth  chapter  —  "  I  am  a  man  of  unclean  lips."  The 
servant  mentioned  in  the  nineteenth  verse  is  the  same  person 
as  he  who  is  called  "  My  servant,"  in  the  first  verse  of  the 
chapter  —  "  Behold  my  servant,  whom  I  uphold,  mine  elect,  in 
whom  my  soul  delighteth  :  I  have  put  my  spirit  upon  him  :  he 
shall  bring  forth  judgment  to  the  Gentiles."  But  here  Kimchi 
says,— 


ttf  IED  rrizflan  ia  win  nt 

"  This  is  the  King  Messiah,  as  we  have  interpreted."  If 
then,  in  the  first  verse,  "  The  servant  of  the  Lord"  means  the 
Messiah,  it  must  mean  the  same  through  the  chapter,  and  the 
Messiah  is  the  person  for  whose  righteousness'  sake  the  Lord 
is  well  pleased. 

This  same  prophet  tells  us  again,  concerning  this  servant,  — 

sin  nniairi  D^mb  "nnB  pns 


"By  his  knowledge  shall  mv  righteous  servant  justify  many  ; 
for  he  shall  bear  their  iniquities."  (Isa.  liii.  11.)  That  the 
Messiah  is  here  intended  no  Jew  can  doubt,  who  uses  the 
Synagogue  Prayers  ;  for  on  the  Day  of  Atonement  and  at  the 
Passover,  this  chapter  is  applied  to  him.*  Here,  then,  it  is 
expressly  stated,  that  the  Messiah,  by  his  righteousness,  shall 
ustify  the  guilty.  And,  therefore,  the  prophet  calls  the 
Messiah  12p~T!>  rnrp  "  THE  LORD  OUR  RIGHTEOUSNESS." 
(Jer.  xxiii.  6.)  That  the  Messiah  is  here  intended  there  can 


j 


•  See  the  Machsor  for  the  Day  of  Atonement,  in  .  JTWQ  'iB'jQ  1N»    and  for 
the  Passover,  in 
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bo  no  doubt,  for  he  is  described  as  "  the  righteous  branch  "  of 
David,  and  thus  all  the  commentators  explain  it.  In  these 
three  passages,  then,  of  the  Word  of  God,  sinners  are  pointed 
to  the  Messiah  as  their  hope  and  their  righteousness.  He  is 
God's  righteous  servant,  and  his  sufferings  and  his  merits  are 
all-sufficient  to  do  that  which  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob 
cannot  do.  The  great  mistake  of  the  oral  law  is  to  point  to 
wrong  persons,  who  have  no  righteousness,  and  almost  totally 
to  pass  by  Him  whom  God  hath  set  forth  as  the  hope  of 
sinners.  But  it  may  here  be  asked,  if  Messiah  be  a*  man,  how 
can  he  have  merits  more  than  Abraham,  or  any  other  of  the 
children  of  Adam  ?  The  answer  is,  that  though  very  man,  he 
is  not  a  sinful  man  as  we  are,  neither  is  he  a  mere  man.  If  lie 
were  a  man  like  us,  he  could  have  no  merits,  and  therefore 
could  not  justify  us  any  more  than  we  could  justify  him.  The 
declaration,  therefore,  that  he  is  the  Lord's  righteous  servant, 
and  that  he  is  appointed  for  the  justification  of  sinners, 
necessarily  implies  that  he  is  more  than  a  man,  arid  the  title 

fiven  him  by  the  Prophet  Jeremiah  puts  this  beyond  doubt 
eremiah  calls  him  by  the  incommunicable  name  of  God 
concerning  which  God  himself  says  :  — 

sin  mrr> 


"  I  am  the  LORD  :  that  is  my  name,  and  my  glory  will  I  not 
give  to  another."  (Isa.  xlii.  8.)  If  then  mrP  be  the  name  of 
God,  then  that  Being  who  is  called  by  that  holy  name  must  be 
God.-  Some  of  the  modern  rabbies  reply,  that  this  holy  name 
is  also  given  to  the  city  of  Jerusalem,  both  by  Jeremiah  and 
Ezekicl.  But  even  if  we  admit  this,  still  this  is  no  answer  to 
our  argument.  There  is  no  fear  that  a  city  which,  however 
great  or  noble,  is  only  a  mass  of  stones  and  mortar,  should  be 
mistaken  for  the  living  God,  the  Creator  of  the  Universe. 
When,  therefore,  the  name  of  God  is  attributed  to  the  city, 
God's  honour  is  not  given  to  it.  But  when  we  are  told  of  the 
Messiah,  first  that  he  is  righteous,  secondly  that  his  righteous 
ness  is  so  great  as  to  justify  the  guilty,  and  lastly  that  his 
name  is  mrP,  "  THE  LORD  our  Righteousness  ;"  that  is  when 
we  see  that  the  attributes  and  the  name  of  God  are  attributed 
to  him,  then  we  must  conclude  either  that  he  is  God,  or  that 
God  has  done  what  he  has  declared  that  he  would  not  do,  and 
given  his  honour  to  another.  Righteousness  is  the  attribute  of 
God  alone,  and  so  Daniel  says  :  — 


:  mn  nvr>  D'ocn  ntzm  lai  npi^n  TT  ^ 

"  O  Lord,  righteousness  belongeth  unto  thee,  but  unto  us 
confusion  of  faces,  as  at  this  day."  (Dan.  ix.  7.)  But,  in  the 
above  passages,  righteousness  is  said  to  belong  to  the  Messiah, 
and  that  in  such  an  immeasurable  degree  as  to  be  sufficient  to 
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justify  the  guilty  sons  of  .men  ;  if  then  he  have  this  attribute  of 
God,  he  must  also  have  the  nature  of  God.  Again,  another 
prophet  says,  that  of  God  men  will  say  that  they  have  righte 
ousness  in  him  :  — 


m  ~y« 

"  Surely  shall  one  say,  in  the  Lord  have  I  righteousness  and 
strength."     (Isa.  xiv.  24.)     And  again  :  — 

3nT  bs  ibbnm  ii^  TO 


"  In  the  LORD  shall  all  the  seed  of  Israel  he  justified,  and 
shall  glory."  Here  it  is  said  that  God  is  our  righteousness, 
and  that  in  Him  we  shall  be  justified  ;  but  in  the  passages 
quoted  above,  it  is  said  that  the  Messiah  is  our  Righteousness, 
and  that  in  Him  we  shall  be  justified;  the  person  then  intended 
in  these  different  passages  must  be  one  and  identical.  Thus 
the  difficulties  are  all  removed,  and  we  have  one  in  whose 
righteousness  we  may  safely  trust,  without  making  ourselves 
liable  to  the  curse  denounced  against  those  who  put  their  trust 
in  sinful  men.  This  is  the  Christian's  hope.  Many  Jews 
think,  and  speak,  and  argue  too,  as  if  Christians  had  departed 
from  the  living  God  and  put  their  trust  in  a  man  ;  but  that  of 
which  they  accuse  us,  they  have  done  themselves.  We  have 
not  departed  from  the  living  God.  Our  hope  and  trust  and 
confidence  is  in  13p"7^  mrP,  The  LORD  our  Righteousness. 
You  have  departed  from  the  Lord,  for  in  your  prayers  you  say 
that  your  hope  and  trust  is  in  the  merits  of  sinful  men.  Our 
confidence  is  based  upon  the  Word  of  God,  and  your  hope  is 
taught  you  by  the  rabbies,  who  are  fallible  men.  Your  doc 
trine  is  the  doctrine  of  men,  and  your  hope  is  in  the  merits  of 
men.  You  have,  therefore,  doubly  departed  from  God,  both 
from  his  word  and  his  righteousness.  Our  desire  is  that  you 
would  return  to  Him,  not  to  us,  —  to  his  word,  and  not  to  ours. 

I  You  have  no  merits  more  than  we  have.  Your  forefathers 
have  no  more  than  cither  of  us,  and  the  blowing  of  a  ram's 

I  horn  is  but  a  poor  foundation  on  which  to  build  our  hope  of 
salvation  ;  and  yet  these  are  the  things  on  which  your  rabbies 
have  taught  you  to  depend.  Examine  your  prayers,  and 
compare  them  with  the  Word  of  God,  and  you  will  find,  that 
as  long  as  the  Jewish  nation  continues  to  offer  such  petitions, 
their  cry  cannot  be  heard  ;  and  that  if  they  wish  for  salvation, 
they  must  forsake  their  arm  of  flesh,  and  return  to  Him  who 
was  the  hope  of  their  fathers. 

It  was  not  by  his  own  merits,  nor  the  merits  of  his  fore 
fathers,  nor  by  any  ceremonial  observance,  that  Abraham  was 
justified,  but  by  faith  in  the  LORD,  nirP>  as  it  is  written  :  — 

ib  rate-in  TO 
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"  And  he  believed  in  the  LORD,  and  it  was  counted  to  him 
for  righteousness."  (Gen.  xv.  6.)  David  the  King  did  not 
expect  to  be  forgiven  and  justified  on  account  of  Abraham's  or 
his  other  ancestors'  merits  ;  neither  did  he  say,  Blessed  is  the 
man  who  puts  his  trust  in  the  righteousness  of  the  patriarchs, 
but— 

sb  ms  "nt&s  t  nstsn  'noa  st&s  •nan 
irrra  r«i  713? 


"  Blessed  is  he  whose  transgression  is  forgiven,  whose  sin  is 
covered.  Blessed  is  the  man  unto  whom  the  LORD  iinputeth 
not  iniquity,  and  in  whose  spirit  there  is  no  guile."  (Ps.  xxxii. 
1.)  Every  one,  then,  who  desires  to  have  this  blessing,  must 
renounce  all  pretensions  to  merit,  and  acknowledge  himself 
a  sinner  needing  forgiveness  ;  and  for  this  forgiveness  he  must 
look  not  to  anything  that  man  has  done,  or  can  do,  but  to  the 
mercy  of  God  in  passing  by  transgression  and  sin.  And 
therefore  the  Prophet  Habakkuk  lays  it  down  as  a  general 
rule  — 

:  mrr  inDiasn  p'nin 

"  The  just  shall  live  by  his  faith."  (Habak.  ii.  4.)  This  is 
the  Scriptural  mode  of  justification,  and  this  the  hope  of 
Abraham,  David,  and  Habakkuk.  Will  the  Jews,  then,  cast 
in  their  lot  with  their  father  Abraham,  and  trust  to  that  way 
of  justification  in  which  he  walked  ?  or  will  they  refuse  to  be 
justified  as  he  was,  and  still  persist  in  following  the  inventions 
of  men,  which  are  not  even  consistent  with  themselves  ?  If 
the  oral  law  pointed  out  one  way  of  justification,  and  then  con 
sistently  adhered  to  it,  there  would  at  least  be  an  appearance  of 
reason  in  following  its  directions.  But  it  points  out  two  ways 
as  opposite  as  east  and  west.  It  says  a  man  may  be  justified 
by  his  own  merits,  and  then  it  tells  him  he  is  to  be  justified  by 
the  merits  of  another.  Both  cannot  possibly  be  true.  It  is  the 
duty,  then,  of  every  man  earnestly  to  inquire  which  is  the  true 
way  of  Salvation,  and  to  decide,  whether  he  is  to  be  saved 
by  "his  own  merits,  or  the  merits  of  his  forefathers,  or  the 
merits  of  "  THE  LORD  OUR  RIGHTEOUSNESS." 


279 
No.  XXXVI. 

DAY   OF  ATONEMENT. 

THE  law  and  the  prophets  both  abound  with  plain  declara 
tions  entirely  subversive  of  the  rabbinic  doctrine  of  human 
merit.  But  it  has  pleased  God,  besides  these  plain  and 
repeated  declarations,  to  ordain  a  public  and  solemn  act  to 
instruct  even  the  most  ignorant,  and  to  convince  the  most 
obstinate,  that  by  human  merit  there  is  no  salvation.  He 
commanded  that,  once  every  year,  an  atonement  should  be 
made  by  the  high-priest,  for  himself,  and  for  all  the  people 
of  every  class  and  degree. 


nsi  -nnn  bns  nsi  ttnipn  anpn  ns 

bnpn  as  b^  bin  irsr-on  bin  i 


"  And  he  shall  make  an  atonement  for  the  holy  sanctuary, 
and  he  shall  make  an  atonement  for  the  tabernacle  of  the  con 
gregation,  and  for  the  altar;  and  he  shall  make  an  atonement 
for  the  priests  and  for  all  the  people  of  the  congregation." 
(Levit.  xvi.  33.)  Now  this  ordinance  implies,  that  all  Israel, 
the  high-priest,  the  priests,  and  the  people,  are  all  sinners,  all 
need  an  atonement  ;  and,  therefore,  utterly  annihilates  all  idea  of 
justification  by  merits.  If  Israel  could  have  been  justified 
either  by  their  own  merits,  or  by  the  merits  of  their  forefathers, 
the  solemn  act  of  annual  atonement  would  have  been  super 
fluous.  But  if  this  atonement  be  necessary,  —  and  if  it  were 
not,  why  did  God  appoint  it  —  then  there  is  no  room  for 
the  assertion  of  human  merits.  But  the  truth  is,  as  we  have 
already  seen,  that  the  rabbics  felt  that  their  doctrine  was 
insufficient  to  quiet  the  awakened  conscience,  and  gladly  fled 
to  any  refuge  that  they  could  discover  ;  it  is  no  wonder  then 
that  they  have  clung  with  uncommon  tenacity  to  the  shadow 
of  that  hope  that  was  hel<?  cmt  in  the  law  of  Moses.  In  spite 
of  their  doctrine  of  merit,  they  are  glad  to  have  even  the  appear 
ance  of  a  day  of  atonement  to  reconcile  them  to  the  Almighty. 
It  is  true  they  have  no  high-priest  and  no  sacrifice,  yet  so 
convinced  are  they  of  the  need  of  an  atonement,  that  rather 
than  confess  that  they  have  absolutely  none,  they  teach  that 
repentance  and  the  day  itself  will  atone  for  all  sin  :  — 


i:b  "psi  D^p  tznpnn  rvn  rsttf  ntn 

nmtyn  sbs  no?  ^s  mas 
via1*  bD   ran   iVcs   nwnsn  ho 
-OT  DIE?  ib  "P-TOTB  ^s  mY-in^n 
nvn  m  biw  sb  sann  racn 
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rrrn  ovn  * 


"  At  this  time,  when  there  is  no  temple,  and  we  have  no 
altar,  theie  is  no  atonement  hut  repentance.  Repentance 
atones  for  all  transgressions,  yea,  though  a  man  he  wicked  all 
his  days,  and  repent  at  last,  none  of  his  wickedness  is  men 
tioned'  to  him,  for  it  is  said,  'As  for  the  wickedness  of  the 
wicked,  he  shall  not  fall  therehy,  in  the  day  that  he  turneth 
from  his  wickedness.'  (Ezek.  xxxiii.  12.)  The  Day  of  Atone 
ment  itself  also  atones  for  them  that  repent,  for  it  is  said,  '  For 
on  that  day  he  shall  make  an  atonement  for  you.'  Lev.  xvi. 
30."  (Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  i.  2.)  This  is  the  last  refuge  of 
Jewish  hope,  and  we,  therefore,  propose  to  consider,  whether 
it  is  a  refuge  on  which  a  reasonable  man  may  hazard  his  hope 
of  salvation  ?  No  man  of  sense  would  hazard  his  life  or  his 
property  upon  a  statement,  of  which  one  part  contradicted  the 
other  ;  and  such  is  the  statement  which  we  have  just  read.  It 
first  tells  us,  that  in  this  present  time  "  There  is  no  atonement 
hut  repentance,"  and  that  "  Repentance  atones  for  all  trans 
gressions  ;"  and  yet,  immediately  after,  it  adds,  that  "The  Day 
of  Atonement  itself  atones  for  them  that  repent."  Now  the 
latter  assertion  contradicts  the  former.  If  the  Day  of  Atone 
ment,  as  is  here  asserted,  be  necessary  to  atone  for  the  penitent, 
then  it  is  not  true,  that  repentance  atones  for  all  sins.  But  if 
repentance  atones  for  all  sins,  then  when  a  man  repents,  his  sins 
are  forgiven,  and  then  the  Day  of  Atonement  is  not  necessaiy. 
There  is  here,  therefore,  a  palpable  contradiction,  and  it  cannot 
be  safe  to  trust  to  a  hope  at  variance  with  itself.  But,  secondly, 
as  the  two  parts  of  which  this  statement  is  composed,  contradict 
each  other,  so  each  of  them  is  contrary  to  the  law  of  Moses. 
The  first  of  them  is,  that  "  Repentance  atones  for  all  tansgres- 
sions  ;  "  but  if  so,  then  the  atonement  prescribed  by  Moses  is 
useless,  in  fact,  it  is  no  atonement  at  all.  Moses  says,  that  the 
two  goats  were  appointed  by  God  for  the  atonement,  but  here 
it  is  said,  that  repentance  is,  in  itself,  sufficient.  If  this  be  true, 
if  repentance  can  now  atone  for  sins,  without  any  sacrifice,  why 
did  Moses  appoint  such  an  useless,  and  even  cruel  rite,  as  the 
taking  away  the  lives  of  poor  innocent  animals  ?  If  repentance 
be  sufficient  now,  it  was  sufficient  always,  and  then  it  follows, 
that  God  commanded  what  was  useless.  But  if  the  appoint 
ment,  the  slaying  of  one  goat,  and  the  sending  the  other,  laden 
with  the  sins  of  the  people,  into  the  wilderness,  was  necessary 
formerly  to  procure  forgiveness  of  sins,  it  must  be  equally 
necessary  now  :  unless  the  rabbies  will  take  upon  them  to 
assert,  that  God  is  an  arbitrary  and  changeable  master,  who,  to 
forgive  sins,  at  one  time,  requires  what  at  another  time  he  does 
not  require.  That  the  slaying  of  one  goat,  and  the  sending 
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away  of  the  other  was  once  absolutely  necessary,  no  man  can 
deny.  Moses  prescribes  it  so  plainly,  that  if  there  be  one  thing 
more  plain  than  another,  it  is  this,  that  when  the  Jews  were  in 
their  own  land,  repentance  was  not  a  sufficient  atonement  for 
sins.  Indeed,  Rambam  himself  says  :  — 


rmratp  rm^  ho  bs  -is^n  nbnt&En 

^  7"n^  "aw  rn  nmanm  mbpn 
b^n  ib  vnn  «bt&  ^a  ib  smntp  f  n 
bns  nm^n  nwvuy  Him  nbrwan 
:  mbpn  bi?  sbs  ib  -ISDE  -n?a?n  ^s  rmcrn 

"  The  goat  that  was  sent  away  atoned  for  all  the  trans 
gressions  mentioned  in  the  law,  whether  light  or  grave. 
Whether  a  man  transgressed  presumptuously  or  ignorantly, 
consciously  or  inconsciously,  all  was  atoned  for  by  the  goat 
that  was  sent  away,  if  a  man  repented.  But  if  a  man  did 
not  repent,  then  the  goat  atoned  only  for  the  light  offences." 
(Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  ibid.)  We  do  not  agree  with  the  whole 
of  this  doctrine,  but  we  cite  it  to  show,  that  formerly  re 
pentance  was  not  a  sufficient  atonement  for  sins,  but  that 
besides  repentance,  the  goat,  as  appointed  by  God,  was  also 
necessary.  And  we  infer,  that  as  an  atonement,  besides 
repentance,  was  once  necessary,  it  is  necessary  still,  unless 
the  rabbies  will  affirm  that  God  has  changed  his  mind,  and 
abrogated  the  law  of  Moses.  If  repentance  without  any 
atonement  be  now  sufficient  to  procure  forgiveness  of  sins, 
then,  beyond  all  doubt,  the  law  of  Moses  is  abrogated  or 
changed.  If  the  law  of  Moses  be  not  abrogated  and  not 
changed,  then  repentance  alone  cannot  atone  for  sins  ;  and, 
therefore,  this  assertion  of  the  oral  law  is  false. 

But  the  oral  law  endeavours  to  prove  its  assertion,  by  a 
citation  frcm  Ezekicl,  "  As  for  the  wickedness  of  the  wicked, 
he  shall  not  fall  thereby  in  the  day  that  he  turneth  from  his 
wickedness."  And  it  might  be  further  urged,  that  Ezekiel 
here  mentions  repentance  only,  and  omits  all  notice  of  sacrifice 
and  the  J  )ay  of  Atonement.  But  the  answer  is  easy.  Either 
Ezekiel  meant,  in  this  declaration,  to  repeal  the  law  of  Moses, 
or  he  did  not.  If  he  meant  to  repeal  the  law  of  Moses,  then 
the  law  is  repealed,  and  a  new  way  of  obtaining  forgive 
ness,  not  taught  by  Moses,  has  been  introduced,  and  then 
the  whole  Jewish  nation  is,  on  their  own  showing,  palpably 
in  the  wrong  in  adhering  to  that  which  is  repealed.  But 
if  he  did  not  mean  to  repeal  the  law  of  Moses,  then  he  made 
this  assertion  with  that  implied  restriction  which  the  law  of 
Moses  required  ;  that  is,  he  implied  the  necessity  of  sacrifice  : 
and  then  this  passage  does  not  prove  what  the  oral  law  as- 
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serts.     But  in  every  case,  this  first  assertion  is  contrary  to 
the  law  of  Moses. 

It  is,  however,  evident,  that  the  rabbies  themselves  were 
dissatisfied  with  their  own  assertion,  for  they  immediately  add 
to  it  a  second,  "  That  the  Day  of  Atonement  itself  atones  for 
them  that  repent,  as  it  is  said,  '  For  on  that  day  he  shall  make 
an  atonement  for  you.'  "  Notwithstanding  the  confidence  of 
their  assertion  about  repentance,  they  did  not  feel  easy  without 
some  appearance  of  an  atonement,  and  as  they  had  no  priest 
and  no  victim,  they  say,  that  the  day  itself  atones,  and 
endeavour  to  prove  this  assertion  by  a  citation  from  Moses. 
But,  unfortunately,  this  citation  entirely  overthrows  their 
assertion.  Moses  does  not  say  :  — 


ntn  ovn 

"  This  day  will  atone  for  you,"  but  he  says  :  — 

ntn  DYO 


"On  that  day  he  (the  priest)  shall  atone  for  you."  Moses 
ascribes  no  virtue  whatever  to  the  day  itself,  but  only  to  the 
rites  on  that  day  to  be  observed,  and  the  person  by  whom 
they  were  performed.  Moses  prescribes,  first,  a  high-priest  ; 
secondly,  a  goat,  whose  blood  was  brought  into  the  Holy  of 
holies  ;  and  thirdly,  a  goat  to  be  sent  away  :  so  that  where 
these  three  are  wanting,  nay,  where  any  one  of  the  three  is 
wanting,  the  conditions  prescribed  by  Moses  are  not  fulfilled, 
and  there  is,  therefore,  no  atonement.  Without  these  three 
things  the  day  itself  has  no  virtue,  and  is  nothing  different 
from  the  commonest  day  in  the  year  ;  and  now,  therefore, 
as  they  are  all  wanting,  Israel  has  no  atonement.  The 
assertion  about  the  day  itself,  is  a  mere  invention  of  the 
rabbies,  the  only  value  of  which  is  to  show  how  deeply  they 
felt  the  insufficiency  of  repentance,  and  the  necessity  of  a  real 
atonement,  in  order  to  procure  remission  of  sins. 

But  the  rabbies  always  betray  themselves  by  adding  some 
thing  to  make  up  for  the  deficiency,  of  which  they  are  sen 
sible.  We  have  seen  this  in  their  assertion  about  merits, 
and  so  we  find  it  here  in  their  assertion  about  atonement. 
They  assert,  that  "  The  Day  of  Atonement  itself  atones  for  the 
penitent,"  but  in  spite  of  this,  they  have  felt  the  need  of 
something  more,  which  would  a  little  better  resemble  real 
sacrificial  atonement  ;  and  hence  has  arisen  the  custom  of 
sacrificing  a  cock  on  the  eve  of  that  solemn  day.  The  following 
account  of  this  custom  is  given  in  the  n^btt?  flbilpj  of  which 
we  have  before  us  an  edition  published  at  Breslau,  so  late  as 
the  year  1830  ;  and  it  is  selected,  partly  on  account  of  its  recent 
publication,  and  partly  because  the  directions  how  to  act  are 
given  in  Jewish-German,  which  shows  that  they  are  intended 
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even  for  the  most  illiterate,  and  that  the  custom  is  not  confined 
to  a  few  speculators,  but  is  general  amongst  the  people  :  — 

ca  -no 

pp  my  |» 


|bn  p"»b  jib  |un  p^b  |b 

)*p  Dttl  JID 


b  ihD  7»)  •)»•»  13>JU^  ?>in  |»?  pm  7 


an\"naij?ai 
cnb  n^n  ^  bs  1 


DM  fD"rw  ^n    vn*isc3i  "non 

m«b  Tnnb  jqbM  ^D  ins  v^^  IMba  vby 
nnw  n*nia 


HT  f  ^nn^D  m  »  ^mian  n;  >  Tis^n  nt 
n^nb  -jbMi  DSDM  ^si  nn^b 


1  |b 

"  ORDER  OF  THK  ATONEMENTS.  —  On  the  eve  of  the  Day  of 
Atonement,  the  custom  is  to  make  atonements.  A  cock  is 
taJken  for  a  man,  and  a  hen  for  a  woman  ;  and  for  a  pregnant 
woman  a  hen  and  also  a  cock,  on  account  of  the  child.  The 
father  of  the  family  first  makes  the  atonement  for  himself,  for 
the  high-priest  first  atoned  for  himself,  then  for  his  family,  and 
afterwards  for  all  Israel."  The  order  is  as  follows  : 

He  takes  the  cock  in  his  hand  and  says  these  verses  : 

"  The  children  of  men  that  sit  in  darkness  and  the  shadovr 
of  death,  being  bound  in  affliction  and  iron  ;  he  brought  them 
out  of  darkness  and  the  shadow  of  death,  and  brake  their 
bands  in  sunder.  Fools,  because  of  their  transgression,  and 
because  of  their  iniquities,  are  afflicted.  Their  soul  abhorreth 
all  manner  of  meat  ;  and  they  draw  near  unto  the  gates  of 
death.  Then  they  cry  unto  the  Lord  in  their  trouble  ;  and  he 
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saveth  them  out  of  their  distresses.  He  sendeth  his  word,  and 
healeth  them,  and  delivereth  them  from  their  destructions.  0, 
that  men  would  praise  the  Lord  for  his  goodness,  and  for  his 
wonderful  works,  to  the  children  of  men  ?  (Psalm  cvii.)  If 
there  be  for  him  an  angel,  an  intercessor,  one  among  a  thou 
sand,  to  show  unto  man  his  uprightness,  then  he  is  gracious 
unto  him,  and  saith,  Deliver  him  from  going  down  to  the 
pit  ;  I  have  found  a  ransom."  (Job  xxxiii.  23.) 

Whilst  moving  the  atonement  round  his  head,  he  says, 

"This  is  my  substitute.  This  is  my  commutation.  This 
cock  goeth  to  death,  but  may  I  be  gathered  and  enter  into  a 
long  and  happy  life,  and  into  peace." 

He  then  begins  again  at  the  words,  "  The  children  of  men," 
and  so  he  does  three  times. 

Then  follow  the  various  alterations  that  are  to  be  made, 
when  the  atonement  is  made  for  a  woman  or  another  person, 
&CH  and  is  added  :  — 


tin  |yn  5b?  on^\  nnoin  "no 


"  As  soon  as  one  has  performed  the  order  of  the  atonement, 
he  should  lay  his  hands  on  it,  as  the  hands  used  to  be  laid  on 
the  sacrifices,  and  immediately  after  give  it  to  be  slaughtered." 
This  custom,  extensively  prevalent  amongst  the  Jews,  proves 
abundantly  the  internal  dissatisfaction  of  the  Jewish  mind 
with  their  own  doctrines,  and  the  deeply-rooted  conviction  of 
their  heart,  that  without  shedding  of  blood  there  is  no  remis 
sion  of  sin.  If  they  really  believed  that  repentance,  or  the  Day 
of  Atonement  itself,  or  almsgiving,  or  merits,  either  their  own 
or  their  forefathers',  atoned  for  sin,  they  would  never  have 
devised  such  a  custom  as  this.  But  the  spirit  of  the  Mosaic 
law  has  taken  too  deep  a  hold  on  the  nation  to  suffer  them  to 
rest  satisfied  with  anything  short  of  actual  sacrifice  ;  and  as 
they  have  no  high-priest  and  no  altar  now,  they  make  a  sad 
and  desperate  attempt  to  tranquillize  the  mind  with  this  in 
vention.  The  custom  then,  proves,  that  the  rabbinical  doctrine 
respecting  the  atoning  power  of  repentance  is  not  believed  nor 
heartily  received,  even  by  the  Rabbinists  themselves,  how, 
then,  can  a  Jew  hazard  his  salvation  on  a  doctrine  which  is 
contrary  to  the  law  of  Moses,  and  which  its  professors  do  not 
consider  satisfactory  ?  "Will  he  rest  upon  the  self-devised  sa 
crifice  of  a  cock  ?  God  nowhere  promises  pardon  to  this  obser 
vance  ;  and  how  can  any  man  of  sense  be  satisfied  without  a 
sure  promise  of  the  unchanging  and  unchangeable  Creator? 
This  trust  is  as  unsatisfactory  as  any  of  those  that  we  have 
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already  considered.  Every  one  of  the  rabbinic  hopes  has 
proved  unsafe  on  examination.  Personal  merit,  the  merit  of 
ancestors,  the  blowing  of  the  ram's  horn,  repentance,  the 
present  observance  of  the  Day  of  Atonement,  the  sacrifice  of  a 
cock,  all  are  either  directly  opposed  to,  or  unwarranted  by,  the 
Word  of  God.  How,  then,  is  a  Jew  to  obtain  pardon  for  his 
sins  ?  The  custom  which  we  have  just  considered,  speaks  the 
sense  of  the  Jewish  nation  upon  this  subject,  and  plainly 
declares,  that  an  atoning  sacrifice  is  the  only  real  hope.  It 
expresses,  in  the  first^place,  the  heartfelt  conviction,  that  every 
human  being  is  guilty  and  needs  an  atonement.  It  prescribes 
a  victim  for  man,  woman,  and  child,  yea,  even  for  the  unborn 
babe,  thereby  teaching  that  the  nature  of  man  is  corrupt,  and 
that  the  hereditary  guilt,  even  where  there  is  no  actual  trans 
gression,  must  be*  washed  away  by  the  blood  of  atonement. 
It  expresses,  further,  the  Jewish  opinion  as  to  the  nature  of 
sacrifice,  that  the  sins  are  laid  upon  the  victim,  and  that  the 
victim  is  substituted  for  the  guilty.  Nothing  can  be  plainer 
than  the  prescribed  formulary,  "  This  is  my  substitute.  This 
is  my  commutation.  This  is  my  atonement."  It  declares, 
farther,  that  he  who  offers  an  atonement  for  another,  must 
himself  be  free  from  guilt,  for  it  requires  the  father  of  the 
family  first  to  atone  for  himself,  and  then  for  those  of  his 
house.  These  are  the  recorded  sentiments  of  the  Jewish  na 
tion,  expressed  not  only  in  words,  but  embodied  in  a  solemn 
religious  observance  on  the  eve  of  their  most  sacred  season. 
By  this  act  the  Jews  declare  that  an  atonement  by  blood  is 
absolutely  necessary.  The  law  of  Moses  makes  the  same  de 
claration,  by  the  appointment  of  all  the  rites  for  the  Day  of 
Atonement.  Is  it,  then,  likely  that  the  God  of  Israel  would 
leave  his  people  without  that  which  their  hearts  desire,  and 
his  law  declares  to  be  necessary  for  salvation  ?  Judaism  says, 
Yes.  It  affirms,  by  an  act  repeated  every  year,  that  sacrifice 
is  necessary,  and  yet  confesses,  in  its  solemn  prayers,  that  they 
have  none.  It  asserts,  therefore,  that  God  has  left  them  with 
out  that  which  is  indispensable  to  procure  forgiveness.  Chris 
tianity  presents  a  more  merciful  view  of  the  Divine  character. 
It  does,  indeed,  acknowledge  the  necessity  of  atonement,  but 
it  presents  a  victim  and  a  high-priest,  whose  one  offering  is 
sufficient  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world.  It  says,  that  God 
has  left  neither  his  own  people  nor  the  Gentiles  without  the 
means  of  forgiveness,  but  sent  his  righteous  servant,  tlie 
Messiah,  to  bear  our  sins  in  his  own  body  upon  the  tree.  The 
Priest  after  the  order  of  Melchisedek  needed  no  atonement  to 
take  away  his  own  sins  first,  for  he  had  none.  Born  in  a 
miraculous  manner,  by  the  power  of  God,  his  humanity  in 
herited  nothing  of  the  guilt  of  Adam,  and  as  the  Lord  our 
.Righteousness,  he  could  contract  no  taint  of  sin.  He  is,  there- 
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fore,  every  way  qualified  to  make  an  atonement  for  us  all. 
Our  Christian  hope,  therefore,  is  not  in  a  cock,  the  sacrifice  of 
which  God  never  commanded,  but  in  that  great  atonement 
which  He  appointed.  Our  faith,  our  hope,  our  trust,  are  ail 
built  upon  God's  promise,  and  cannot  be  better  expressed  than 
in  his  most  holy  words  :  — 


-iota    •)3\mn3?B 

:  lab  ss-ia  irrarai  vbi? 

"  But  he  was  wounded  for  our  transgressions,  he  was 
bruised  for  our  iniquities  :  the  chastisement  of  our  peace 
was  upon  him,  and  with  his  stripes  we  are  healed." 

It  cannot,  therefore,  be  said,  that  we  Christians  rest  our 
hope  upon  an  invention  of  our  own.  Our  hope  rests,  not 
upon  the  dictates  of  our  priests  or  rabbics,  but  upon  the 
words  which  God  himself  spake  by  the  mouth  of  his  pro 
phet.  We  can,  therefore,  confidently  appeal  to  the  Jews 
themselves  to  decide,  which  of  the  two  hopes  is  the  most 
reasonable.  Both  agreeing  that  an  atonement,  by  the 
shedding  of  blood,  is  necessary  for  the  remission  of  sins, 
Rabbinism  tells  its  disciples  to  trust  to  a  species  of  sacrifice 
nowhere  mentioned  in  the  Word  of  God.  Christianity  tells 
us  to  trust  in  the  sacrifice  of  that  great  Redeemer,  for  whose 
salvation  Jacob  waited,  whose  atonement  the  Mosaic  rites 
prefigured,  and  the  Jewish  prophets  predicted.  Their  hope 
rests  upon  the  unwarranted  words  of  men  ;  ours  is  built 
upon  the  Word  of  the  living  God,  and  is  involuntarily  con 
firmed  by  the  rabbies  themselves  in  the  very  custom  which 
we  have  just  considered.  Even  the  nature  of  the  victim  is 
pointed  out  in  the  selection  of  the  animal.  132  (gever) 
signifies  both  "  a  man  "  and  "  a  cock,"  and  thereby  signifies, 
that  a  righteous  man  must  be  the  sinful  man's  substitute: 
and  so  some  of  the  rabbies  say,  that  this  animal,  "  a  cock," 
was  selected,  — 

:  nnra  -an  mi»n  -an  larca?  p^ 

"  Because,  as  its  name  signifies  '  a  man,'  there  is  a  sub 
stitution  of  a  man  for  man."  (Orach  Chaiim,  605.)  The 
principles  exactly  agree,  but  Christianity  is  directed  in  their 
application  by  the  Word  of  God,  to  Him  who  is,  indeed, 
very  man,  but  also  THE  LORD  OUR  RIGHTEOUSNESS,  ni!T 

tapis. 
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THE  progress  of  the  year  brings  with  it  again  that  season, 
in  which  God  commanded  his  people  to  observe  THE  FEAST 
OF  TABERNACLES  ;  and  the  constancy  with  which  Israelites 
in  every  part  of  the  world  still  observe  the  rites  and  cus 
toms  handed  down  by  their  forefathers,  necessarily  com 
mands  respect  and  admiration.  When  we  remember  the 
many  centuries  during  which  their  dispersion  has  continued, 
the  universal  oppression  which  they  have  been  compelled 
to  suffer,  and  the  unmerited  contempt  with  which  they  have 
had  to  contend,  we  cannot  but  honour  the  strength  of  moral 
courage  which  they  have  displayed,  in  thus  observing  and 
handing  down  to  their  children  a  religion,  which  has  been 
the  cause  of  their  misfortunes.  But  this  very  constancy,  and 
the  respect  which  it  begets,  naturally  leads  us  to  inquire 
whether  the  religious  system  itself  be  true,  and,  therefore, 
worthy  of  that  fidelity  with  which  it  has  been  preserved  ; 
and,  above  all,  whether  this  constancy  is  such  as  at  the  last 
great  day  to  meet  the  approbation  of  Him  who  judge  th  not  as 
man  judgeth.  The  professors  of  this  system  think,  of  course, 
that  it  is,  and  that  by  observing  these  rites  and  ceremonies, 
they  are  keeping  the  commands  of  God,  and  thereby  ensuring 
his  favour  ;  and  with  regard  to  the  observance  of  the  Feast 
of  Tabernacles  in  particular,  they  are  taught  to  believe  that 
they  alone  are  so  important,  as  at  the  day  of  judgment,  to 
prove  Israel's  obcdienc^,  and  the  disobedience  of  the  other 
nations.  We  will  first  state  the  doctrines  of  modern  Judaism 
on  this  subject,  and  then  examine  whether  they  be  well 
founded.  In  the  Synagogue  Prayers  for  this  feast  we  find 
it  stated,  that  the  construction  of  a  tabernacle  according  to 
rabbinic  prescription,  is  a  work  of  merit  :  — 

nbios   r  yms  by 

cy 


"  It  must  be  four  cubits  long,  and  four  cubits  broad  :  but 
if  it  be  less,  it  is  profane  ;  that  it  may  render  the  people  of 
Israel  meritorious."  (P.  116.)  And  a  little  lower  down, 
after  describing  the  feast  in  Paradise  on  the  salted  Levia 
than  and  Behemoth,  it  adds,  that  this  one  precept  will  form 
the  last  trial  vouchsafed  to  the  Gentiles,  and  that  their  un 
willingness  to  keep  it  will  prove  the  cause  of  their  final 
condemnation  :  — 

i  ri  SDD  by  arc'p  ^a  f    nb  rmnsn  bs 
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n»n  pittf  ro  wntff  i  ncrm  ib« 
f  na'nra  nnb  y^w  <  naissn 
sms  i  rrbsttn  TOID  raws 
TO  rw3?b  DNbbs   »  mbsia  ipmn  bs  »  mbs?  bsi 
'1  ambrm  >  i&mVi  cmbr  nmp  n»rn 
aarrra  Qb^s^  »  nn>n  an^bv 
nainnnn 


"  All  nations  will  come  to  be  judged  in  the  presence  of  Him 
who  sittcth  upon  the  throne  of  judgment  ;  in  righteousness 
will  he  judge  us.  The  nations  will  then  say,  Give  us  the 
order  of  thy  precepts,  and  we  will  perform  them,  that  we 
may  be  equal  with  those  in  happiness,  O  Thou,  who  art 
great  in  power,  dwelling  on  high.  The  Most  High,  who 
judgeth  all  in  truth,  will  cause  them  to  hear,  and  under 
stand  his  words,  saying,  I  have  one  small  precept  ;  its  name, 
tabernacle,  and  its  ordinations  :  four  sides,  and  a  shade  over 
it  :  fail  ye  not  to  observe  it.  They  then  will  make  the  sha 
dowy  booths  to  abide  under,  but  the  sun  will  shine  so  hot  as 
nearly  to  burn  them,  when  they  will  spurn  at  it  with  their  feet. 
'ITie  Holy  One  will  then  pour  out  his  wrath  upon  them,  and 
cast  them  into  gehinnom  [hell]  without  mercy,  into  the 
lowest  part  with  confusion."  (Ibid.)  This  extraordinary 
account  of  the  day  of  judgment,  and  the  condemnation  of 
the  Gentiles,  has  been  adopted  from  the  Talmud,  where  it  is 
given  at  great  length,  and  all  the  particulars  fully  detailed. 
To  give  the  whole  would  occupy  too  much  of  our  space  ; 
but  as  parts  of  it  are  necessary  to  the  full  consideration  of 
this  subject,  we  give  the  following  extracts  :  — 

ip^m  min  nso  rrnpn  wos  sinb 
TD  -PSE?  bi^n  wirr  TO  p 

HESSE?  wmrr^ra  obwn  mms  ^sm 
iD3Dn  bs  rrupn  cnb  -IES  >  "HIT 
^  DDDH  sbs 


"  In  the  time  to  come,  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  will 
bring  a  roll  of  the  law  in  his  bosom,  and  say,  Let  every 
one,  who  has  occupied  himself  herein,  come  and  receive  his 
reward.  Immediately  the  nations  of  the  world  will  gather 
themselves  together,  and  come  in  promiscuous  crowds,  as  it 
is  said,  4  Let  all  the  nations  be  gathered  together.'  (Isaiah 
xliii.  9.)  The  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  will  then  say,  Come 
not  before  me  promiscuously,  but  let  each  nation  come  by 
itself  along  with  its  learned  men."  Then  follows  an  account 
of  the  appearance  of  each  nation,  and  of  the  vain  attempt* 
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which  they  make  to  justify  their  conduct.     After  which  the 
narrative  thus  proceeds  :  — 


p^n  mbnp27  bbnar  abiE  btp  1212-1  i>22b 

ns  iB^pp  era  TEE  N:«  rrapn  cnb  -IE 

ns  2?  •»  nibs  DbiE  b27  i3i:n  vssb  c'nfcis  »  minn 

onb  -IBS  bs^2r  "mm 

minn  ns  la^a?  nnn 


p  JTOE27   '"i  "IE«I    f  ^nE27  K    v1"1^  nsia27  mpin 


as  -lEsi  n^w-in  nwwi  n;/npn 
isb  a«i  n&is   ^min   ns 
^sn  n^prn  -IESI  is^m  irroi  imnb 


nbnnn  nbs  nsn>  n^b   n^p27   csi 
n"2pn  cnb  ins  »  ntip27 
nninn  ns  wprc  bwi27'» 
pb  sin^  T/XE  T^i?  sb^7  orrcsn 
is  n^s  mnn  bnn  bi?  T27H3 
nn^nrn  by  i2?nD  sbii? 
obsb  Tinn27n 
nbcnn  ns  bta^ 


ns  i»^p27  sn^n  7nn  ITE^  ninn  s^nn  72 
is32b  IHDS  i  ipim  ]n^i3?  i:n^  -I^S^D  nbi^  n-nnn 
anb  n^s  rr2;E2T  2;snQ  i^b  IDH  abii?  btz 


sb27 

r227  nmm  >b  D^  nbp  nitrn  p  2"ss  Kbs 
n  -IEN  sm  ^n  HIES  n^n  ^i  i  im«  ^EI 
Drntt73?b  cvn  avn  "TISE  ^DS  -i27«  n^nsi  S«E  ^ib  p 
b^^b  urn  sbi  nni2?37b  nvn  cm273?b  insb  s^i 
"SEKI  vn^-Q  CE  W3Y1E3  s^  n"npn  ^S2?  sbs  -1227 
DO  p-^^n  n*D  n^bi  cn2?n  nb  msD  n^b  n 

133    27S12    n^1D    rt2?1371    "fbi 

ins  bsi  Ti^n  nsipnn  nan 


"  The   Gentiles  will  then  say  before  him,  O  Lord  of  the 
world,  the  Israelites  received  the  law,  but  how  did  they  keep 

0 
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it?     The  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  will  reply,  I  boar  them 
witness  that  they  have  kept  the  law.     The  Gentiles  will  say, 

0  Lord  of  the  world,  is  it  fair  that  a  Father  should  be  a 
witness  for  his  children  ?     For  it  is  written,  '  Israel  is  my  son, 
even  my  first-born.'     (Exod.  iv.  22.)     The  Holy  One,  blessed 
be  He,  will  then  say  to  them,  Let  the  heaven  and  the  earth 
bear  witness  to  them,  that  they  have  kept  the  whole  law.     The 
Gentiles  will  answer,  O  Lord  of  the  world,  the  heavens  and 
the  earth  are  interested  witnesses,  for  it  is  said,   '  If  my  cove 
nant  be  not  with  day  and  night,  and  if  I  have  not  appointed 
the  ordinances  of  heaven  and  the  earth.'     (Jer.  xxxiii.  25.) 
It.  Simon  Ben  Lakish  says,  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  words 
'  And  it  was  evening  and  it  was  morning,  the  sixth  day  ? ' 
They  show  us  that  the  Holy  and  Blessed  One,  made  a  condi 
tion  with  the  creation,  and  said,  If  Israel  will  receive  my  law, 
all  is  well ;  but  if  not,  then  I  will  turn  you  back  into  chaos. 
Hezekiah  also  teaches  this  same  truth,  saying,  What  is  the 
meaning  of  the  words,  '  Thou  didst  cause  judgment  to  be  heard 
from  heaven  ;  the  earth  feared,  and  was  still  ? '     (Ps.  Ixxvi.  9, 
Eng.  8.)    If  it  feared,  how  could  it  be  still ;  and  if  it  was  still, 
how  could  it  fear?     The  answer  is,  at  first  it  feared  [that 
Israel  would  not  receive  the  law,  and  it  should  be  turned  into 
chaos]  ;  but  afterwards  it  was  still.     God  will  then  say  to  the 
Gentiles,  Then  let  some  of  yourselves  come,  and  bear  witness 
to  Israel  that  they  have  kept  the  whole  law.     Nimrod  shall 
then   come   forth   and  testify  of  Abraham   that   he   did   not 
commit  idolatry.     Laban  shall  come  forth  and  testify  of  Jacob 
that  he  was  not  suspected  of  dishonesty.     Potiphar's  wife  shall 
come  forth  and  testify  of  Joseph  that  he  was  not  suspected 
of  the  transgression.      Nebuchadnezzar  shall  come  forth  and 
testify  of  Hannaniah,  Mishacl,  and  Azariah,  that  they  would 
not  worship   the   image.     Darius   shall   come   and  testify  of 
Daniel  that  he  did  not  neglect  prayer.     Bildad  the  Shuhite, 
and  Zophar  the  Naamathite,  and  Eliphaz  the  Temanite,  and 
Elihu  the  son  of  Beracheel,  shall  come  forth  and  testify  of 
Israel  that  they  have  kept  the  whole  law,  as   it  is  said,  '  Let 
them  bring  forth  their  witnesses,  that  they  may  be  justified.' 
(Isaiah  xliii.  9.)     The  Gentiles  will  then  say,  O  Lord  of  the 
world,  give  us  the  law  from  the  beginning,  and  we  Avill  do  it. 
To  this  the  Holy  One  will  reply,  O 'fools,  he  that  works  on  the 
eve  of  the  Sabbath  shall  eat  on  the  Sabbath.     He  that  will  not 
work  on  the  Sabbath  eve,  from  whence  should  he  eat  on  the 
the  Sabbath?     Nevertheless,  I  have  one  easy  commandment, 
Tabernacle  is  its  name,  go,  therefore,  and  do  it.     But  how  is  it 
possible  to  affirm  that  God  will  do  this,  when  R.  Joshua,  the 
son  of  Levi,  says,  What  is  the  meaning  of  the  words,  '  Which 

1  command  thee  this  day  ? '     And  says,  the  meaning  is,  they 
are  to  be  observed  to-day  [i.e.,  in  this  world],  and  not  to- 
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morrow  [i.e.,  in  the  world  to  come].*  To-day  they  are  to  be 
observed ;  but  the  reward  is  not  to  be  received  to-day.  The 
answer  is,  that  God  does  not  deal  with  his  creatures  in  a  ty 
rannical  manner.  But  why  is  this  called  an  easy  command 
ment  ?  Because  it  is  not  attended  with  any  pecuniary  loss. 
Immediately  every  one  of  the  Gentiles  will  hasten  away,  and 
make  a  tabernacle  on  the  roof  of  his  house.  But  the  Holy 
One,  blessed  be  He,  will  cause  the  sun  to  pierce  them  with  an 
extraordinary  heat  at  that  season,  and  then  every  one  of  them 
will  kick  down  his  tabernacle  and  go  forth,"  &c.  (Avodah 
Zarah,  fol.  2,  3.)  Such  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Talmud,  adopted, 
and  therefore  sealed  with  the  most  solemn  sanction,  by  the 
public  worship  of  the  synagogue.  In  the  first  place' it  is 
perfectly  false  ;  it  has  not  even  the  merit  of  plausibility.  It  is 
only  astonishing  how  an  imagination  so  absurd  should  ever 
have  found  its  way  into  the  prayers  of  Israel ;  and  stranger 
still  that  the  Jews  of  England  should  suffer  such  a  foul  blot 
still  to  remain  on  their  public  services.  It  certainly  represents 
Judaism  in  the  most  unfavourable  point  of  view,  as  a  religion 
of  the  grossest  and  most  inconsistent  superstition  ;  and  proves, 
beyond  all  controversy,  first,  that  the  synagogue  receives,  as  of 
divine  authority,  even  the  fables  of  the  Talmud ;  and,  secondly, 
that  the  authors  of  the  oral  law,  who  could  either  invent  or 
believe  so  absurd  a  statement,  cannot  be  depended  upon  as 
faithful  transmitters  of  the  religion  of  the  prophets. 

Further,  it  totally  misrepresents  the  character  of  God.  It 
describes  Him,  first,  as  bearing  witness  to  the  obedience  of 
Israel,  whilst  in  His  Word  he  bears  constant  testimony  to  their 
disobedience.  Here  he  is  represented  also  as  calling  upon 
heaven  and  earth  to  attest  their  innocence  and  righteousness, 
whilst  in  His  Word  he  calls  upon  them  to  be  the  witnesses  of 
their  rebellion.  "  Hear,  O  heavens ;  and  give  ear,  O  earth  ;  for 
the  Lord  hath  spoken :  I  have  nourished  and  brought  up  chil 
dren,  and  they  have  rebelled  against  me."  (Isaiah  i.  2.)  And 
agaiii,  "Be  astonished,  O  ye  heavens,  at  this,  and  be  horribly 
afraid,  be  ye  very  desolate,  saith  the  Lord.  For  my  people 
have  committed  two  evils ;  they  have  forsaken  me,  the  fountain 
of  living  waters,  and  hewed  them  out  cisterns,  broken  cisterns, 
that  can  hold  no  water."  (Jer.  ii.  12.)  These  passages  of  the 
word  of  God  are  directly  opposed  to  the  above  statement  of  the 
oral  law.  But  further,  it  misrepresents  the  Divine  Being  as 
an  unmerciful  and  unjust  judge,  who  pretends  to  give  the 
guilty  Gentiles  another  and  easy  trial  by  giving  them  the 
commandment  respecting  the  tabernacles,  and  then  employs 
his  omnipotence  so  to  plague  them  with  the  heat  of  the  sun,  as 
to  render  it  impossible  for  them  to  yield  obedience.  Such  a 

i  win  ztnsh  em«M  to  ir*n  -VTO'-J  vtn  •  mr?  cVwa  crow?  D'TT  * 
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representation  is  altogether  unworthy  of  the  Judge  of  all  the 
earth,  who  will  deal  justly  by  the  Gentiles  as  well  as  the 
Jews. 

But  besides  misrepresenting  the  divine  character,  it  misleads 
the  unlearned  and  superstitious  to  believe  that,  at  the  day  of 
judgment,  God  will  not  render  to  every  man  according  to  his 
deeds,  but  will  pass  by  their  sins  and  their  impenitence,  if 
only  they  be  Israelites.  It  therefore  begets  a  false  confidence, 
and  is  eminently  calculated  to  lull  men  asleep  in  their  sins. 
The  man  who  believes  this  fable  of  the  Gentiles  bearing  wit 
ness  to  the  righteousness  of  Abraham,  Joseph,  Daniel,  £c.,  and 
thinks  that  this  is  sufficient  for  his  acquittal  at  the  bar  of  judg 
ment,  can  have  no  motive  for  personal  repentance  or  righ 
teousness.  Neither  does  this  fable  tend  to  produce  good  will 
and  respect  towards  his  Gentile  fellow-sinners.  Few  men  will 
elevate  themselves  above  their  notions  of  the  Deity.  When, 
then,  the  Kabbinists  see  that,  according  to  the  oral  law,  God 
treats  the  Gentiles  with  injustice  and  cruelty,  is  it  natural  to 
suppose  that  he  will  treat  them  differently  ?  This  and  similar 
passages  well  merit  the  serious  consideration  of  all  influential 
Israelites.  It  is  imperative  upon  all  such  to  determine,  whether 
such  passages  of  their  prayers  and  their  law  are  of  divine 
authority  or  not ;  and  if  they  are  convinced  of  their  falsehood, 
to  use  their  unceasing  exertions  to  expunge  them  from  their 
religious  system.  As  long  as  they  exist,  and  are  publicly  read 
in  the  synagogue,  men  can  only  come  to  one  conclusion,  and 
that  is,  that  the  characteristics  of  the  Rabbinical  religion  are 
superstition  and  uncharitableness.  Nothing  but  a  public  protest 
against  the  error,  and  an  erasure  from  the  prayer-book,  will 
satisfy  the  mind,  or  wipe  away  the  reproach  from  Israel.  The 
private  professions  of  individuals  can  be  of  no  avail  in  this 
matter.  Men  will  go  to  the  authorized  books,  especially  to  the 
prayer-book  of  every  class  of  religionist,  in  order  to  judge  of 
his  principles  ;  and  no  one  will  believe  that  any  man  can  be  so 
careless  or  so  presumptuous  as  to  address  the  Divine  Being  in 
the  language  of  acknowledged  falsehood.  But  above  all,  let 
every  Jew  compare  this  account  of  the  day  of  judgment  with 
that  contained  in  our  Christian  books.  Judaism  teaches  that 
at  that  great  day  God  will  appear  as  a  partial  and  cruel  judge. 
Christianity  gives  us  the  following  account  of  the  same 
period : — "  When  the  Son  of  man  shall  come  in  his  glory 
and  all  the  holy  angels  with  him,  then  shall  he  sit  upon 
the  throne  of  his  glory ;  and  before  him  shall  be  gathered 
all  nations  and  he  shall  separate  them  one  from  another, 
as  a  shepherd  divideth  his  sheep  from  the  goats:  and  he 
shall  set  the  sheep  on  his  right  hand,  but  the  goats  on  the 
left.  Then  shall  the  King  say  unto  them  on  his  right  hand, 
Come,  ye  blessed  of  my  father,  inherit  the  kingdom  prepared  for 


FEAST   OF   TABERNACLES. 


293 


you  from  the  foundation  of  the  world :  for  I  was  an  hundred, 
and  ye  gave  me  meat :  I  was  thirsty,  and  ye  gave  me  drink:  I 
was  a  stranger,  and  ye  took  me  in :  naked,  and  ye  clothed  me  :  I 
was  sick,  and  ye  visited  me  :  I  was  in  prison,  and  ye  came  unto 
me.  Then  shall  the1  righteous  answer  and  say,  Lord,  when  saw 
we  tliec  an  hungred.  and  fed  thee  ?  or  thirsty,  and  gave  thee 
drink  ?  when  saw  we  thee  a  stranger,  and  took  thee  in  ?  or 
naked,  and  clothed  thee  ?  or  when  saw  we  thee  sick,  and  in 
prison,  and  came  unto  thee  ?  And  the  King  shall  answer  and 
say  unto  them,  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  Inasmuch  as  ye  have 
done  it  unto  one  of  the  least  of  these  my  brethren,  ye  have 
done  it  unto  me.  Then  shall  he  say  also  unto  them  on  the  left 
hand,  Depart  from  mo,  ye  cursed,  into  everlasting  fire,  prepared 
for  the  devil  and  his  angels  :  for  I  was  an  hungred,  and  ye  gave 
me  no  meat:  I  was  thirsty,  and  ye  gave  me  no  drink:  I  was 
a  stranger,  and  ye  took  me  not  in  :  naked,  and  ye  clothed  me 
not :  sick,  and  in  prison,  and  ye  visited  me  not.  Then  -liall 
they  also  answer  him,  saying,  Lord,  when  saw  we  thee  an 
hungred,  or  athirst.  or  a  stranger,  or  naked,  or  sick,  or  in 
prison,  and  did  not  iuinister  unto  thee  ?  Then  shall  iie  answer 
them,  saying,  Verily  I  say  unto  you,  Inasmuch  as  ye  did  it  not 
to  one  of  the  least  of  these,  ye  did  it  not  to  me.  And  these  shall 
go  away  into  everlasting  punishment :  but  the  righteous  into 
life  eternal."  (Matt.  xxv.  31 — 46.)  Such  is  the  view  which 
Christianity  sets  before  us  of  the  day  of  judgment,  and  the 
principles  according  to  which  that  judgment  shall  be  conducted. 
You  will  observe  that  the  whole  account  is  essentially  different 
from  that  given  by  the  Talmud.  In  the  first  place  it  represents 
God  as  a  just  Judge,  altogether  overlooking  nationality ;  taking 
no  notice  of  the  temporary  distinctions  of  Jew  and  Gentile : 
but  fixing  his  eyes  on  the  eternal  features  of  moral  character, 
and  according  to  these  fixing  the  eternal  destinies  of  each 
individual.  In  the  second  place  it  tends  to  promote  good  will 
and  charity  between  man  and  man,  for  it  rcp-esents  charity  or 
the  want  of  charity  as  the  main  points  of  inquiry,  and  the 
distinctions  according  to  which  the  eternal  portion  of  each  is 
assigned.  We  ask,  then,  every  impartial  and  candid  Jew  to 
tell  us,  which  of  these  two  accounts  are  most  worthy  of  the 
great  God  whom  we  worship  ?  We  Christians  believe  that  the 
synagogue-worshippers  are  in  error,  and  they  again  think  us  in 
error  ;  but  \\  e  have  now  before  us  the  doctrines  of  the  two 
systems  on  the  ;nost  important  point  in  all  theology — the 
principle  of  final  judgment ;  by  their  respective  statements, 
then,  on  this  subject  let  each  system  be  judged.  Judaism  says, 
that  one  class  of  men  is  to  be  saved  by  tiie  partiality  of  the 
Judge,  and  the  other  class  condemned  simply  because  they  are 
Gentiles.  Christianity  says,  that  all  men  shall  be  tried  impar 
tially  by  one  rule,  and  that  neither  prepossession  nor  prejudice, 
c3 
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but  justice  alone,  shall  influence  the  decision.  Which,  then, 
Judaism  or  Christianity,  is  most  agreeable  to  the  character  of 
Him  of  whom  the  Psalmist  says,  "  He  cometh  to  judge  the 
earth :  with  righteousness  shall  he  judge  the  world,  and  the 
nations  with  equity  ?  " 

We  are  sure  that  the  good  sense  of  the  Jewish  nation  must 
decide,  that  the  impartial  justice  of  the  New  Testament-repre 
sentation  is  most  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  of  the  law  and 
the  prophets.  Nay,  we  believe  that  every  devout  and  thinking 
Israelite  will  feel  that  the  Talmudic  picture  of  God's  judgment 
misrepresents  the  God  of  Israel  as  much  as  any  graven  image 
ever  deified  by  heathen  idolaters.  To  suppose  that  God  would 
make  a  mock  overture  of  mercy,  or  offer  a  mock  trial  to  any  of 
his  creatures,  is  to  strip  him  of  the  attributes  of  Deity,  and 
to  exhibit  a  blind  and  senseless  bigot  as  the  object  of  Israel's 
worship.  A  statement  so  abhorrent  even  from  human  reason, 
and  so  inconsistent  with  the  Word  of  God,  proves  that  its 
authors  were  not  moved  by  the  Spirit,  and  that  the  religion  of 
which  it  forms  a  part  cannot  be  divine.  But  here,  as  in  many 
cases  which  we  have  already  pointed  out,  the  New  Testament 
avoids  the  error  of  the  Talmud,  and  teaches  the  doctrine 
conformable  to  the  law,  and  in  accordance  with  right  reason. 
Let  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law  explain  the  fact. 

But  this  Talmudic  representation  of  the  day  of  judgment  is 
not  only  opposed  to  reason  and  Scripture,  but  also  seems  to 
contradict  other  statements  of  the  oral  law.  Here  the  Gentiles 
appear  to  be  marked  out  for  destruction  ;  wrhereas,  we  are  told 
elsewhere,  that  the  pious  of  the  nations  of  the  world  are  to  have 
a  part  in  the  world  to  come  :  and  that  obedience  to  the  seven 
commandments  of  the  sons  of  Noah,  is  all  that  is  required  from 
a  Gentile.  If  this  be  true,  what  need  is  there  of  giving  them 
the  command  to  keep  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles  ?  But,  above 
all,  if  they  are  to  be  cast  down  into  the  lowest  hell,  as  the 
Prayer-book  says,  how  can  they  have  a  part  of  the  blessings  of 
the  world  to  come  ?  It  is  at  the  very  least,  the  duty  of  those 
who  advocate  the  oral  law,  to  explain  this  matter  to  us  Gentiles. 
We  cannot  persuade  ourselves  that  a  religion,  which  makes  so 
little  provision  for  the  eternal  welfare  of  the  great  bulk  of  the 
human  race,  can  possibly  proceed  from  Him  who  is  the  God 
of  the  spirits  of  all  flesh,  the  Creator  and  Preserver  of  all  man 
kind.  Living  daily  by  his  bounty,  and  receiving  all  we  have 
at  his  most  gracious  hands  we  believe  that  if  he  makes  such 
provision  for  our  bodies,  He  has  made  still  more  for  our  im 
mortal  spirits  ;  and  therefore,  amongst  other  reasons,  we  be 
lieve  in  Christianity  ;  for  if  it  be  not  true,  there  is  no  spiritual 
provision  for  the  Gentiles,  and  God  has  left  the  majority  of  his 
rational  creatures  without  any  proof  of  his  paternal  affection. 
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To  the  fool,  who  hath  said  in  his  heart,  There  is  110  God  it 
is  a  matter  of  little  consequence,  whether  the  religion  of  his 
forefathers  afford  a  reasonable  ground  of  hope  or  not.  He  may 
therefore  consistently  neglect  all  inquiry  into  the  nature  and 
evidences  of  that  religion  in  which  he  happened  to  be  born. 
He  does  not  believe  in  it,  whatever  it  may  be,  and  such  an 
inquiry  could  have  no  interest  for  him.  Not  so  with  the  Jew 
or  the  Christian,  who  honestly  believes,  as  he  has  been  taught, 
that  there  is,  in  another  world,  an  abode  of  bliss,  and  another 
of  woe.  His  earnest  desire  must  be  to  know  how  he  may  attain 
to  the  one  and  escape  the  other  ;  and  if  his  religion  does  not 
afford  him  a  hope,  a  reasonable,  well-grounded  hope  of  salvation, 
it  is  not  worth  the  having.  We  say  a  reasonable  hope,  for  as  it 
has  pleased  God  to  endow  us  with  reason  and  understanding, 
and  to  give  us  his  Word  to  guide  our  reason,  no  other  hope 
can  or  ought  to  satisfy  us.  In  examining,  then,  the  modern 
Jewish  religion,  one  great  test  of  its  value  is,  whether  it  affords 
a  hope  on  which  a  reasonable  man  can  rely,  and  upon  which  he 
can  hazard  his  eternal  welfare.  We  think  not,  and  we  have 
already  given  some  reasons  for  this  opinion.  The  inconsistency 
and  contradictory  nature  of  the  rabbinic  doctrines  respecting 
justification  and  atonement  appear  to  us  so  glaring  as  to  destroy 
all  confidence  in  the  hope  which  they  propose  :  and  the  custom, 
which  prevails  at  this  and  other  festivals,  of  praying  for  the 
dead,  proves,  beyond  a  doubt,  that  the  rabbinic  hope  is  d 
mere  delusion.  Amongst  the  prayers  of  the  Feast  of  Taber 
nacles,  we  find  the  following  declaration  and  prayer  :  — 
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"It  is  customary  among  the  dispersions  of  Israel,  to  make 
mention  of  the  souls  of  their  departed  parents,  &c.,  on  the  day 
of  atonement,  and  the  ultimate  days  of  the  three  festivals;  and 
to  offer  prayers  for  the  repose  of  their  souls. 

"  May  God  remember  the  soul  of  my  honoured  father,  A.  H. 
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who  is  gone  to  his  repose ;  for  that  I  now  solemnly  vow  charity 
for  his  sake;  in  reward  of  this,  may  his  soul  be  bound  up  in 
the  bundle  of  life,  with  the  souls  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob ; 
Sarah,  Rebekah,  Rachel,  and  Leah,  with  the  rest  of  the  righ 
teous  males  and  females  that  are  in  Paradise;  and  let  us  say, 
Amen." 

"  May  God  remember  the  soul  of  my  honoured  mother,"  &c. 
(Prayer  for  the  Feast  of  Tabernacles,  p.  156.)  Now  this  custom 
and  this  prayer  show  that  the  Jews  themselves  do  not  believe 
i:i  ii  ir  own  doctrines,  nor  put  any  trust  in  the  hopes  held  out 
by  the  oral  law ;  for  if  they  did,  they  would  never  observe  this 
custom  nor  offer  this  prayer.  If  they  believed  that  their  de 
parted  parents  were  already  safe  —  that  their  merits,  or  the 
merits  of  their  ancestors,  or  the  Day  of  Atonement,  &c.,  had 
procured  for  them  pardon  and  eternal  life,  why  should  they 
offer  alms,  and  ]>i'ay  that  God  would  accept  the  alms  as  a  ransom 
for  the  deceased  ?  The  fact  of  making-  such  a  vow  and  offering 
such  a  prayer  proves,  that  the  Rabbinical  Jew  has  no  ground 
for  believing  in  the  salvation  of  even  his  own  father  and  mother ; 
that  on  the  contrary  his  belief  is,  that  they  have  not  been  bound 
up  in  the  bundle  of  life,  and  that  they  are  not  in  paradise  with 
Abraham  and  the  other  saints  ;  but  that  they  are  in  some  other 
place,  whence  ho  hopes,  by  his  prayer  and  his  almsgiving,  to 
ransom  them.  Here,  then,  we  see  that  the  rabbinical  hope  is 
a  mere  delusion.  After  all  his  fasting  and  ceremonial  obser 
vances,  he  has  no  hope  after  death  of  going  to  the  mansions  of 
the  blessed.  His  sad  prospect  is,  that  when  he  goes  hence,  he 
must  go  to  the  place  of  punishment,  and  there  abide  until  the 
prayers  and  almsgiving  of  his  children  purchase  his  liberation. 
According,  then,  to  this  doctrine,  every  Jew  and  Jewess  dies 
without  pardon,  for  if  they  were  pardoned,  they  would  not  go 
to  the  place  of  punishment,  and  if  they  did  not  go  to  the  place 
of  punishment,  there  would  be  no  necessity  to  offer  alms  in 
order  to  deliver  their  souls.  So  then,  after  all  the  pretensions 
and  promises  of  the  rabbies,  they  here  fairly  confess  that  all  the 
hopes  which  they  have  held  out  are  a  mere  lie  and  a  delusion ; 
that  none  of  their  observances  can  deliver  the  soul,  and  that 
even  after  the  dread  hour  of  death,  the  survivors  have  still  to 
undertake  the  work  of  saving  the  deceased. 

This  inference  follows  inevitably  from  the  custom  and  the 
prayer  which  we  have  just  considered;  but  it  does  not  rest 
solely  on  these.  The  oral  law  furnishes  other  adequate  proof, 
that  the  Jewish  survivors  of  a  departed  parent  do  not  believe 
that  he  is  safe,  and  that  therefore  a  dying  Jew  can  have  no  hope 
of  his  own  salvation ;  for  it  requires  the  surviving  son  to  repeat 
a  certain  prayer  for  his  departed  parent,  and  that  for  many 
months,  in  order  to  procure  his  release,  as  we  read  in  the  Jorch 
Deak  :  — 
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"  Therefore  the  custom  is  for  twelve  months  to  repeat  the 
prayer  called  Kaddish,  and  also  to  read  the  lesson  in  the  pro 
phets,  and  to  pruy  the  evening-prayer  at  the  going  out  of  the 
Sabbath,  for  thai  is  the  hour  when  the  souls  return  to  hell  ; 
but  when  the  son  prays  and  sanctifies  in  public,  he  redeems  his 
father  and  his  mother  from  hell."  (376.)  Now  every  child 
who  observes  this  custom,  makes  a  public  confession,  that  his 
deceased  parent  is  not  enjoying  the  bliss  of  paradise1,  but 
suffering  the  torments  of  nell.  This  is  but  a  poor  hope  for  a 
child  respecting  his  parent,  the  very  utmost  limit  of  which  is, 
that  lie  is  not  one  of  the  notoriously  wicked,  and  that  he  may 
perhaps,  by  his  prayers,  get  him  cut  of  the  place  of  torment. 
But  if  he  believes  in  the  oral  law,  he  must  be  convinced  that 
his  father  or  mother,  with  all  their  exertions,  and  notwith 
standing  the  merits  of  their  forefathers,  and  the  benefits  of  the 
Day  of  Atonement,  died  in  sin,  sunk  into  perdition,  and  that 
he  must  now  undertake  thc'work  of  then-  salvation.  The  dying 
Jew,  therefore,  has  no  hopo  when  he  dies  of  being  admitted  to 
a  state  of  happiness  ;  he  cannot  die  with  the  peace  of  one  who 
knows  that  his  sins  are  forgiven,  but  must  look  forward  with 
horror  to  at  least  eleven  dreary  months  of  punishment  in  the 
abodes  of  the  damned.  The  doctrine  of  the  Talmud  is.  that 
those  who  die  in  communion  with  the  .synagogue,  or  who  have 
never  been  Jews,  are  punished  for  twelve  months,  but  that 
Jewish  heretics  and  apostates  are  doomed  to  eternal  punishment. 
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"  Israelites  who  sin  with  their  body,  and  also  Gentiles,  descend 
into  hell,  and  are  judged  there  for  twelve  months.  After  the 
twelve  months  their  body  is  consumed  and  their  soul  is  burnt, 
and  the  wind  scatters  them  under  the  soles  of  the  feet  of  the 
righteous,  as  it  is  said,  '  Ye  shall  tread  down  the  wicked,  for 
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they  shall  be  ashes  under  the  soles  of  your  feet.'  (Mai.  iv.  3.) 
But  heretics,  and  informers,  and  Epicureans,  who  have  denied 
the  law  or  the  resurrection  of  the  dead,  or  who  have  separated 
from  the  customs  of  the  congregation,  or  who  have  caused  their 
fear  in  the  land  of  the  living,  who  have  sinned,  or  caused  many 
to  sin,  as  Jeroboam,  the  son  of  Nebat,  all  such  go  down  to  hell 
and  are  judged  for  ever."  (Kosh  Hashanah,  fol.  17.  1.)  Accord 
ing  to  this,  the  dying  Israelite  ought  to  expect  twelve  months 
of  torment,  and  his  surviving  son  ought  to  repeat  the  prescribed 
prayer  for  twelve  months ;  but  the  rabbies  have  commanded 
that  the  prayer  should  b.e  repeated  only  for  eleven  months,  to 
intimate  that  the  deceased  was  not  so  wicked  as  to  be  obliged 
to  remain  all  the  time  of  torment : — 
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"  The  custom  is,  not  to  say  Kaddish  more  than  eleven 
months,  so  as  not  to  cast  a  reproach  on  the  character  of  the 
deceased  father  and  mother  as  if  they  were  wicked,  for  twelve 
months  are  the  term  appointed  for  the  wicked."  (Joreh  Deah, 
376.)  From  this  it  is  clear  that  a  dying  Jew's  expectation 
must  be  to  endure  the  torments  of  hell  for  at  least  eleven 
months  ;  and  when  he  is  dead,  his  son  confesses,  in  the  most 
public  manner,  and  the  appointed  prayers  of  the  synagogue 
confess,  of  every  departed  Jew,  that  he  died  in  sin,  and  was 
not  worthy  to  enter  into  the  bliss  of  paradise ;  and  express, 
moreover,  their  conviction  that  his  portion  is  actually  with  the 
damned.  Thus  it  is  evident  that  Judaism  holds  out  no  hope  of 
the  forgiveness  of  sins,  and  that  all  its  prescribed  observances 
are  of  no  avail  in  the  hour  of  need.  A  Jew's  sad  contemplation 
on  his  death  is,  then,  that  he  is  going  down  to  hell,  and  his 
hope  of  liberation  is  based  upon  the  prayers  of  his  son,  or  upon 
the  fact  of  his  being  an  Israelite.  But  is  this  a  reasonable 
ground  of  hope  ?  No  hope  of  salvation  can  be  reasonable 
which  is  not  built  upon  a  plain  promise  of  God.  Our  reason 
can  tell  us  nothing  about  either  heaven  or  hell ;  and  therefore 
no  speculations  of  our  own  can  satisfy  us  respecting  either  one 
or  the  other.  The  only  satisfactory  testimony  can  come  from 
God's  revealed  will ;  but  in  the  whole  volume  of  the  Old 
Testament,  there  is  not  one  promise  declaring  that  an  Israelite 
shall  be  delivered  from  hell  after  twelve  months'  punishment, 
or  that  the  son's  public  prayers  in  the  synagogue  shall  deliver 
the  father.  This  is  all  the  mere  invention  of  the  rabbies,  with 
out  the  least  warrant  from  the  Word  of  God.  It  is,  therefore, 
not  a  hope  on  which  any  reasonable  man  can  rest  in  peace. 
The  sum  of  the  whole  matter  is,  that  every  Jew  expects  to  go 
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to  hell,  and  that  he  has  no  promise  of  God  to  assure  him  that 
he  shall  be  redeemed  thence.  Judaism  is  not,  therefore,  a 
religion  which  affords  a  rational  hope  of  salvation.  In  assert 
ing-  that  every  Israelite  must  go  down  to  hell,  it  teaches  that  sin 
is  not  forgiven  by  God,  but  must  be  atoned  for  by  the  personal 
suffering  of  the  offender  ;  and  that  happiness  cannot  be  enjoyed 
until  personal  satisfaction  has  been  yielded  by  twelve  months' 
torments.  Now  if  this  principle  were  true,  there  could  be  no 
salvation  at  all.  Sin,  as  being  an  offence  against  an  infinite 
Being,  is  infinite  in  magnitude,  and  therefore,  requires  infinite 
punishment.  The  justice  of  God  is  also  infinite,  and  requires 
an  infinite  satisfaction  ;  so  that  if  this  satisfaction  is  to  be 
rendered  by  the  personal  suffering  of  the  offender,  that  suffer 
ing  must  be  infinite,  that  is,  it  must  endure  for  ever  and  ever, 
and  thus  salvation  is  altogether  out  of  the  question.  The  Jew 
ish  hope  is,  therefore,  unwarranted  by  Scripture,  and  contrary 
to  reason,  and,  we  may  add,  inconsistent  with  itself.  In  the 
custom  and  doctrine  which  we  have  just  considered,  a  dying- 
Jew  is  taught  to  hope  that  he  shall  be  delivered  from  "that 
place  of  torment,  whither  he  is  going,  either  on  account  of  his 
son's  prayers,  or  on  account  of  his  Jewish  origin.  But  on  his 
death-bed  he  is  taught  to  believe  that  his  death  will  be  an 
atonement  for  his  sins,  for  in  his  dying  confession,  these  word* 
are  put  into  his  mouth  :  — 

LTD  snn  »  msb  vmps  ns  nmp 
TIPS  bnbi  waiis  hobi   wisian 
:  \nvn  DVB 


"  But  if  the  time  of  my  visitation  to  death  be  near,  O  let  my 
death  be  an  expiation  for  all  my  sins,  iniquities,  and  trans 
gressions,  wherein  I  have  sinned,  offended,  and  transgressed 
against  thce,  from  the  day  of  my  existence."  These  two 
doctrines  are  plainly  contrary  the  one  to  the  other.  If  death 
be  an  atonement  for  all  sins,  then,  when  it  is  once  suffered,  all 
these  sins  are  forgiven,  and  there  is  no  need  of  further  punish 
ment  in  hell  for  twelve  months.  But  if  this  further  punish 
ment  be  inflicted,  then  the  death  of  the  individual  is  not  an 
atonement  for  his  sins.  The  Jew  may  choose  which  of  these 
hopes  lie  pleases  ;  but  whichever  he  may  assert  to  be  true,  the 
other  is  necessarily  false  ;  and  if  one  be  false,  then  the  oral  law 
teaches  falsehood,  and  cannot  be  depended  upon  with  respect  to 
the  other.  There  is,  then,  in  these  two  statements,  a  glaring 
inconsistency,  which  makes  them  both  suspicious  in  themselves  : 
and  the  Word  of  God  is  as  opposed  to  this  last  statement,  as  to 
the  former.  The  Bible  represents  death  as  a  consequence  and 
punishment  of  Adam's  sin,  not  as  an  atonement  :  and  hence  it 
is  that  infants  die,  who  have  never  committed  actual  sin,  and 
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do  not  need  an  atonement  on  that  account.  Death,  is,  therefore, 
a  punishment,  and  that  which  is  a  punishment  can  never  be 
an  atonement.  The  dying-  Jew,  then,  if  he  he  a  reasonable 
man,  has  no  hope  that  can  yield  him  peace  and  consolation 
in  that  solemn  hour.  He  prays  that  his  death  may  atone  for 
his  sins,  and  yet  believes  the  very  contrary  —  that  he  is  going- 
down  to  the  place  of  the  damned,  and  that  his  son  will  have  to 
undertake  the  work  of  his  redemption.  How  any  thoughtful 
man,  especially  how  any  Israelite  who  has  read  the  Law  and 
the  Prophets,  can  be  content  with  such  a  religion,  we  cannot 
comprehend.  The  very  essence  of  religion,  the  very  considera 
tion  that  gives  it  any  value,  is  the  comfort  which  it  affords  to 
the  departing  sinner.  If  it  cannot  soothe,  support,  and  comfort 
him  in  the  hour  of  death,  it  is  not  worth  the  having.  The 
Christian  faith  is  very  different,  and,  in  our  opinion,  far  more 
in  accordance  with  the  Old  Testament.  We  believe,  in  the  first 
place,  that  there  is  a  full  and  perfect  pardon  for  all  sins  by  the 
atonement  of  the  Messiah,  so  that  the  sinner  who  dies  in 
repentance  and  faith,  is  delivered  from  ail  punishment  and 
other  consequences  of  sin,  and  enters  at  once  into  the  abodes  of 
the  blessed,  there  to  await  the  morning  of  the  resurrection. 
The  Old  Testament  promised  that  Messiah  should  bear  our 
sins.  The  New  Testament  tells  us  that  He  has  borne  them, 
and  that  therefore  we  can  "  now  be  justified  from  all  things 
from  which  we  could  not  be  justified  by  the  law  of  Moses." 
(Acts  xiii.  38,  39.)  It  tells  us  that  "  God  made  Him  to  be  sin 
for  us,  who  knew  no  sin  ;  that  we  might  be  made  the  righteous 
ness  of  God  in  him"  (2  Cor.  v.  21)  ;  and  "  that  if  any  man  sin, 
we  have  an  advocate  with  the  Father,  Jesus,  the  Messiah,  the 
Righteous  ;  and  he  is  the  propitiation  for  our  sins  :  and  not  for 
oui's  only,  but  also  for  the  sins  of  the  whole  world."  (1  John  ii. 
1,  2.)  We  believe,  therefore,  that  Messiah  has  borne  all  that 
we  ought  to  have  borne,  as  the  prophet  says  — 

:  nab 


"  The  chastisement  of  our  peace  was  upon  him,  and  with 
has  stripes  we  are  healed,"  (Isaiah  liii.  5,)  and  that  now 
we  are  delivered.  There  is  no  twelvemonth  of  torment 
awaiting  those  whom  Messiah  has  redeemed,  neither  do  we 
trust  in  our  own  death  as  a  possible  atonement-  Our  hope 
is  firmly  fixed,  and,  therefore,  though  sinners,  we  can  die 
in  peace,  resting  on  the  salvation  which  God  himself  has 
wrought,  in  no  fear  of  the  torments  of  the  damned,  but 
humbly  expecting,  for  the  Messiah's  sake,  to  be  admitted 
into  the  mansions  of  the  blessed.  Resting  on  this  hope,  the 
Christian  can  say,  "  To  me  to  live  is  Christ,  and  to  die  is 
gain."  (Philip,  i.  21.)  He  can  look  forward  from  death 
to  the  glorious  consummation,  as  St.  Paul  Hid,  who,  when 
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the  hour  of  his  martyrdom  approached,  was  enabled  to  say, 
"  I  am  now  ready  to  be  offered,  and  the  time  of  my  departure 
is  at  hand.  I  have  fought  a  good  fight ;  I  have  iinished 
my  course  ;  I  have  kept  the  faith  :  henceforth  there  is  laid 
up  for  me  a  crown  of  righteousness,  which  the  Lord,  the 
righteous  J  udge,  shall  give  me  at  that  clay  ;  and  not  to  me 
only,  but  unto  all  them  also  that  love  liis  appearing."  The 
Christian  expects  after  death  not  to  spend  twelve  dreary 
months  in  hell,  "  For  we  know  that  if  our  earthly  house 
of  this  tabernacle  were  dissolved,  we  have  a  buikling  of 
God,  an  house  not  made  with  hands,  eternal  in  the  heavens. 
For  in  this  \ve  groan,  earnestly  desiring  to  be  clothed  upon 
with  our  house  which  is  from  hea\en  :  if  so  be,  that  being 
clothed,  we  shall  not  be  found  naked.  For  we  that  are  in 
this  tabernacle  do  groan,  being  burdened :  not  for  that  we 
would  be  unclothed,  but  clothed  upon,  that  mortality  might 
be  swallowed  up  of  life."  (2  Cor.  v.  1—4.)  Such  is  the 
hope  which  Christianity  holds  out,  and  it  is  hardly  necessary 
to  prove  that  it  is  more  satisfactory,  and  more  calculated  to 
convey  peace  to  the  conscience  of  a  dying  believer,  than  the 
dread  prospect,  of  twelve  months'  sojourn  in  the  place  of 
torment.  This  in  itself  proves,  that  Christianity  is  greatly 
superior  to  Judaism,  and  even  affords  a  presumption  that 
Christianity  is  true.  Reason  tells  us,  that  if  God  has  given  a 
revelation  at  ail,  that  revelation  must  contain  the  way  of  ob 
taining  pardon  for  sins,  and  be  able  to  administer  consolation 
to  the  dying.  In  this  respect  Judaism  fails,  it  promises  for 
giveness  and  justification  to  a  thousand  ceremonial  observances, 
but  in  the  hour  of  man's  extremity,  it  tells  him  that  there  is 
no  way  of  pardon,  but  that  he  must  go  down  into  torment, 
and  expiate  his  sins  by  actual  su  "bring.  This  system  can 
not,  therefore,  be  of  God.  Christianity,  on  the  contrary,  has 
the  first  great  essential  in  religion  ;  it  informs  man  how  he 
can  obtain  forgiveness,  and  tells  him  how  to  die  in  peace  ; 
and  the  system  of  pi.rdon  and  consolation  which  it  proposes, 
is  in  exact  accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  Moses  and  the 
prophets.  Moses  promises  pardon  to  an  atoning  sacrifice. 
Isaiah  says,  that  Messiah  is  to  be  the  true  atonement; 
and  Christianity  rests  upon  these  two  principles.  The  Jew 
himself  must  admit,  that  our  hope  has  at  least  a  strong 
appearance  of  truth,  and  that  we  have  the  letter  of  the  Old 
Testament  in  our  favour.  We  have,  therefore,  more  reason 
to  trust  to  Christianity,  than  he  has  for  resting  on  Judaism, 
which  has  not  even  a  seinnlance  of  proof,  and  is  as  far 
from  the  letter  as  from  the  spirit  of  the  Old  Testament. 
We  would  earnestly  request  of  every  Jew  to  consider  \v,:ut 
is  his  hope  in  death,  and  what  is  his  prospect  after  it  ?  Can 
he  be  content  with  that  \\Iiicu  Ji.u:a<m  oilers?  Can  IIP  be 
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happy  in  the  prospect  of  twelve  months'  torment  ?  Or,  can 
the  repetition  of  Kaddish  afford  him  any  hope  of  liberation 
from  that  place,  whither  his  sins  have  brought  him  ? 

He  cannot  pretend  to  have  any  warrant  from  Scripture. 
Where  does  Moses  tell  a  Jewish  child  to  say  Kaddish  for  his 
deceased  parent,  or  that  the  saying  of  it  will  deliver  the  soul 
from  the  grasp  of  Divine  justice  ?  And  reason  does  not  offer  a 
greater  measure  of  consolation.  Reason  says  plainly,  either 
that  the  deceased  is  guilty  or  not  guilty  ;  either,  therefore, 
justice  demands  that  he  should  be  punished  or  delivered.  In 
the  one  case  the  prayer  is  unavailing,  in  the  other  unnecessary. 
Reason  says  that  God  either  pardons  or  punishes ;  but  that 
there  is  no  middle  way.  Judaism  then  offers  a  hope  equally 
unwarranted  by  reason  and  Scripture,  and  thus,  forsaking  a 
poor  sinner  in  the  hour  of  his  extremity,  is  not  worthy  of 
the  profession  of  any  one  who  uses  his  reason,  or  reveres  the 
AVord  of  God. 


No.  XXXIX, 

ALMSGIVING. 

THE  object  of  our  late  numbers  has  been  to  point  out 
the  inconsistency  and  precariousness  of  the  various  hopes, 
which  the  oral  law  holds  out  to  its  advocates,  and  the  con 
sequent  inadequacy  of  a  religion  which  leaves  its  professors 
without  a  reasonable  hope  of  eternal  happiness.  In  the 
course  of  our  observations,  the  subject  of  almsgiving  twice 
presented  itself  prominently  to  our  notice  ;  first,  as  a  means 
of  compensating  for  the  sins  and  omissions  of  the  past  year ; 
and  secondly,  as  a  means  of  promoting  the  repose  of  departed 
souls  ;  from  which  it  appears  that  the  oral  law  considers  this 
duty  as  most  important  and  beneficial  both  to  the  living  and 
the  dead.  The  object  of  the  present  paper  shall  therefore 
be,  to  inquire  into  the  rabbinic  doctrine  of  almsgiving,  and 
to  compare  it  with  the  law  and  the  prophets.  The  duty 
and  extent  of  almsgiving  are  tlr^is  defined  :— 

nn  ^B3  bN-w  "ssb  np-r^  ^rvb  nws 
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"  It  is  an  affirmative  precept  to  give  alms  to  tlie  poor  of 
Israel,  according  as  the  poor  have  need,  if'  in  the  power  of 
the  giver  ;  for  it  is  said,  *  Thou  shalt  open  thine  hand  wide 
to  him  '  (Deut.  xv.  8)  ;  and  again,  '  Thou  shalt  relieve  him  ' 
a  proselyte  *  or  a  sojourner,  that  he  may  live  with  thee  ;  ' 
and  again,  '  That  thy  brother  may  live  with  thee.'  (Lev. 
xxv.  35,  36.)  Whosoever  sees  a  poor  man  begging,  and 
shuts  his  eyes  against  him,  and  docs  not  give  him  alms, 
transgresses  a  negative  precept  :  for  it  is  said,  '  Thou  shalt 
not  harden  thine  heurt  nor  shut  thine  hand  from  thy  poor 
brother.'  (Dent.  xv.  7.)  According  as  the  poor  hath  need, 
thou  art  commanded  to  give.  If  he  has  no  clothing,  he  is 
to  be  clothed  ;  if  he  has  no  furniture,  it  is  to  be  bought  for 
him  ;  if  he  has  no  wife,  he  is  to  be  helped  to  marry  one  ; 
if  a  woman,  she  is  to  be  assisted  in  getting  a  husband  :  yea, 
if  it  had  been  the  poor  man's  custom  to  ride  upon  a  horse, 
and  to  have  a  servant  running  before  him  —  but  he  is  now 
come  down  in  the  world,  —  it  is  a  duty  to  buy  him  a  horse 
to  ride,  and  a  servant  to  run  before  him,  for  it  is  said, 
'  Sufficient  for  his  need,  in  that  which  he  wanteth  '  (l)eut. 
xv.  8)  ;  and  thou  art  commanded  perfectly  to  relieve  his 
want,  but  not  to  make  him  rich.  If  an  orphan  apply  for 
assistance  in  order  to  marry,  it  is  a  duty  to  hire  a  house 
for  him,  and  to  provide  all  necessaiy  furniture,  and  after 
wards  to  help  him  to  marry.  If  a  poor  man  come  and  ask 
for  relief,  and  the  giver  has  not  as  much  as  he  wants,  lie 

*  Literally,  "  a  stranger." 
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ought  to  give  what  his  means  afford.  How  much  ?  He 
that  gives  a  fifth  of  his  property  fulfils  the  commandment 
well.  He  that  gives  one  part  in  ten  fulfils  it  in  a  middling 
manner.  He  that  gives  less  must  be  regarded  as  a  person 
with  an  evil  eye."  (Hilchoth  Matt'noth  Aniim,  cvii.  1  —  5.) 
In  this  definition  of  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  duty  of 
almsgiving,  there  is  much  that  is  good  and  worthy  of  our 
admiration,  especially  in  this  selfish  and  money-loving  age, 
when  poverty  is  regarded,  if  not  punished,  as  a  crime, 
and  the  poor  are,  hv  many,  considered  as  unworthy  of  ail 
domestic  comfort.  Without  binding  ourselves  to  the  approval 
of  all  the  details  here  specified,  we  must  acknowledge,  that 
the  spirit  of  this  passage  is  agreeable  to  the  idea  of  true 
charity,  and,  if  universally  acted  upon,  would  do  more  for  the 
happiness  of  mankind  than  some  theories  now  afloat.  But 
though  ready  to  admire  and  to  acknowledge  the  general 
beauty  and  excellence  of  this  passage,  we  must  also  remark 
that  the  main  feature  of  charity  is,  by  the  rabbinical  system, 
excluded.  God  commands  that  this  help  should  extend 
beyond  the  narrow  limits  of  selfishness  and  nationality,  to 
"  the  stranger  and  the  sojourncr,"  but  the  oral  law  neutralizes 
the  mercifulness  of  God's  commandment  by  making  the  word 
stranger  signify  a  proselyte  to  Judaism.  The  original  Hebrew 
word  -)3  (  Ger}  plainly  means  a  stranger,  as  may  be  seen  in  the 
words  of  Moses  — 

:  n'nsa  Y"-iNn  Qrv^n  D^-n  "o  inn  n«  cransi 

"  Love  ye  therefore  the  stranger  ;  for  ye  were  strangers  in 
the  land  of  Egypt."  (Deut.  x.  19.)  It  is  certain  that  the 
Israelites  were  not  proselytes,  but  strangers  ;  this  word,  Gcr, 
therefore,  signifies  stranger,  not  proselyte;  and  yet  the  oral 
law  says  that  no  one  can  be  a  Ger  without  sacrifice,  circumci 
sion,  and  baptism,  or  now,  that  there  is  no  temple,  without  the 
two  last  requisites  :  — 


-pns  pip  cttf   7ssa?  ntn  p 
sbi  bBtr?  in  fpip  s^  anpan  mn  mz 

ba  «bi  bz 


"  At  the  present  time  when  there  is  no  sacrifice,  circumcision 
and  baptism  are  necessary,  and  when  the  temple  is  rebuilt,  he 
must  bring  a  sacrifice.  A  Ger  who  is  circumcised  but  not 
baptized,  or  baptized  but  not  circumcised,  is  not  a  Ger,  until 
he  be  both  baptized  and  circumcised.  (Hilchoth  Issure  Biah, 
c.  xiii.  5,  6.)  This  rabbinical  definition  of  what  is  meant  by 
Ger,  restricts  the  exercise  of  charity  within  a  much  narrower 
limit  than  that  prescribed  by  God,  and  does,  in  fact,  destroy 
one  of  the  most  beautiful  features  of  the  Mosaic  law,  namely, 
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the  merciful  provision  which  it  makes  for  the  relief  of  the 
stranger.  The  law  of  Moses  has  the  spirit  of  its  divine 
Author.  He  calls  himself  "  a  jealous  God,"  and  it  may  well  he 
called  a  jealous  law,  watching  carefully  over  every  departure 
from  truth,  and  punishing  it  rigorously  :  and  yet,  like  God 
himself,  this  just  jealousy  is  tempered  with  mercy,  and  beams 
with  love.  The  oral  law,  on  the  contrary,  is  an  envious  and 
vindictive  code,  and  its  zeal  degenerates  into  narrow-hearted 
bigotry.  It  would  not  only  punish  the  idolater,  but  exclude 
every  stranger  from  the  pale  of  charity,  unless  he  be  a  prose 
lyte  ;  and  an  Israelite  too,  if  he  had  in  any  wise  dared  to 
transgress  the  rabbinical  commands.  A  remarkable  instance 
of  this  hatred,  to  those  whom  it  considers  apostates,  occurs 
in  these  laws  respecting  almsgiving.  The  oral  law  says,  that 
the  most  meritorious  exercise  of  charity  is,  the  ransoming  of 
captives  :  — 

7  "Si  i  cmoDbi  c^ay  rD3H2b  imp  c^rrr  PSID 

:  D'nntp  ]VISD  nbnn  msa  -fb 

"The  ransoming  of  captives  goes  before  the  feeding  and 
clothing  of  the  poor,  and  there  is  no  commandment  so  great 
as  this.''  (Hilchoth  Matt'noth  Aniim,  c.  8.)  And  yet  if  a 
brother  Israelite  should  deviate  from  the  rabbinical  commands, 
the  oral  law  makes  it  unlawful  to  ransom  him,  at  the  same 
time  that  it  enjoins  the  ransom  of  a  slave  if  he  be  a  proselyte  : 

bnpi  nras  ca?b  bntsty  Vsin  rareazp  ins 
nttn  r  rQttraa?  ^snara  ims  ^115  rmsa 
nbns  br^s  mntp  pss  nn«  mr^b  iVcs 
sb  HIDS  rra  ss 


"  A  slave  who  is  in  captivity  because  he  has  received  the 
baptism  of  slaves,  and  taken  upon  himself  the  commandments, 
is  to  be  redeemed.  But  as  to  a  captive  who  has  altered  even 
one  commandment,  if  for  instance  he  has  eaten  forbidden  food 
in  order  to  vex,  it  is  forbidden  to  ransom  such  an  one."  (Ibid.) 
Thus  the  ovjil  law  forbids  all  compassion  even  to  an  Israelite, 
if  he  is  not  of  the  rabbinic  religion.  The  conduct  which  it 
prescribes  towards  poor  Gentiles,  "  for  the  sake  of  the  ways  of 
peace,"  Ei"1"^  "Oil  "-572,  we  have  considered  long  since  ;  but 
the  prohibition  to  receive  alms  of  the  Gentiles,  deserves  notice 
here,  as  it  furnishes  another  proof  of  the  contracted  views  of 
the  rabbies.  and  the  falsehood  of  the  oral  law  :  — 

nmnn  JB  npis  br^b  bsnt^b  nio« 
b*nt^  bra  np-cn  nvnb  bi^  irw  DSI 
is  ib^ji  t  nmB  nt  ^n  n^D!rn  n^nn  p  nbt^b 
npn%b  hsii27^b  TIBB  nb^tz?  c^nn  p 
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sbrp  na  -iron  nnn 

"  It  is  unlawful  for  an  Israelite  to  receive  alms  from  the 
Gentiles  openly.  But  if  he  cannot  live  by  the  alms  of  Israel, 
and  cannot  receive  •  it  from  the  Gentiles  privately,  then  it  is 
lawful.  If  a  king  or  prince  of  the  Gentiles  sends  money  to 
Israel  as  alms,  it  is  not  to  be  returned,  on  account  of  the  peace 
of  the  kingdom.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  to  be  received,  but  it  is 
to  be  given  to  the  poor  of  the  Gentiles  privately,  so  that  the 
king  may  not  hear  of  it."  (Ibid.)  Here  the  oral  law  endea 
vours  to  pervert  that  kindly  feeling  which  should  exist 
between  all  the  families  of  man,  and  spurns  a  demonstration 
even  of  love,  because  it  comes  from  a  man  of  a  different 
religion.  At  the  same  time  its  authors  had  not  the  moral 
courage  to  do  this  openly  and  honestly,  and  if  need  be,  suffer 
for  conscience  sake.  They  command  that  the  proffered  alms 
should  be  taken  from  the  king,  as  if  they  intended  to  devote  it 
to  the  object  for  which  he  gave  it,  and  then  privately  to  apply 
it  to  a  totally  different  purpose.  This  want  of  good  iaith  shows 
abundantly  that  the  oral  law  does  not  come  from  the  God  of 
truth.  The  narrow  bigotry  of  the  system  thus  neutralizes  all 
the  individual  trials  of  excellence  which  the  oral  law  contains. 
They  appear  beautiful  only  when  viewed  apart  from  their  con 
text  ;  but  the  moment  we  view  them  in  relation  to  the  other 
parts  of  Rabbinism,  their  beauty  is  gone.  Thus  the  duty  and 
extent  of  almsgiving,  as  prescribed  by  the  oral  law,  at  first 
sight  appears  admirable  ;  but  the  narrow  spirit  of  bigotry  by 
which  it  is  circumscribed,  totally  destroys  its  moral  value  in 
the  sight  of  God  and  man.  Almsgiving  is  lovely  only  when  it 
is  the  offspring  of  charity.  God  looks  not  at  the  mere  outward 
act  of  giving  money,  but  at  the  heart,  and  if  there  be  no  love 
there,  almsgiving  is  valueless  in  his  sight.  And  how  can  any 
one  pretend  that  there  is  a  grain  of  true  God-like  charity  in  a 
system  which  turns  stranger  into  proselyte,  prohibits  to  help  a 
brother  because  he  is  not  of  our  own  religious  sentiments,  and 
refuses  even  to  receive  a  kindness  from  one  of  a  different 
religion  ?  Just  contrast  this  with  the  Christian  doctrine, 
"  Love  your  enemies,  bless  them  that  curse  you,  do  good  to 
them  that  hate  you,  and  pray  for  them  which  despitefully  use 
you,  and  persecute  you  ;  that  ye  may  be  the  children  of  your 
Father  which  is  in  heaven  :  for  he  maketh  his  sun  to  rise  on 
the  evil  and  on  the  good,  and  sendeth  rain  on  the  just  and  the 
unjust.  For  if  ye  love  them  which  love  you,  what  reward 
have  ye  ?  Do  not  even  the  publicans  the  same  ?  And  if  ye 
salute  your  brethren  only,  what  do  ye  more  than  others  ?  I)o 
not  even  the  publicans  so  ?  Be  ye  therefore  perfect,  even  as 
your  Father  which  is  in  heaven  is  perfect."  (Matt.  v.  44  —  48.) 
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But  the  oral  law  not  only  perverts  and  falsifies  the  true 
doctrine  concerning  charity,  but  also  misleads  its  followers  by 
teaching  them  to  think  that  almsgiving  is  a  peculiarly  meri 
torious  act,  and  will  atone  for  other  transgressions.  Thus  it  is 
said  — 


-irrp  np-re  msfcn  -in^n     i2«  ^ 
crros  snt  pnsb  p*o  np-rsna? 
<  np*i!£  nia?37b  V22  ns  nitr  -IIPS  pttb 
isbs  maiE  nas  mi  p*ona  bs-icr»   MOD 
pbsra  bs-iar  "psi   »  ^3i2n  npT^n  -i^s^rz? 
:  npisn  mnan  men  ttD^En  jvs  IESSE?  rip-ran  sbs 

"  We  are  bound  to  be  more  careful  respecting  this  command 
ment  of  alms  than  about  any  other  of  all  the  affirmative  precepts, 
for  almsgiving  is  a  characteristic  of  the  righteous  seed  of  our 
father  Abraham,  as  it  is  said,  'I  know  him  that  he  will  command 
his  children  to  do  alms.'  (Gen.  xviii.  19.)  By  almsgiving 
alone  it  is  that  the  throne  of  Israel  is  established,  and  that  the 
law  of  truth  standeth,  for  it  is  said,  '  by  alms  (literally  in  righ 
teousness)  thou  shalt  be  established.'  (Isaiah  liv.  14.)  By 
alms  alone  it  is  that  Israel  shall  be  delivered,  for  it  is  said  '  Zion 
shall  be  redeemed  with  judgment,  and  her  converts  with  alms 
(righteousness).'"  (Isaiah  1.  27.)  (Ibid.  c.  x.  1.)  According 
to  this  doctrine,  the  man  who  gives  alms  has  the  merit  of  up 
holding  truth  in  the  world  and  helping  to  deliver  Israel  from 
captivity.  But  the  following  passage  tells  us  that  it  will  deliver 
from  the  punishment  which  he  deserves,  and  which  is  already 
impending  over  his  head  :  — 


ninnan  ns  nrm 

:  rpDisb  3n>wt£7  IED  man 

"  Almsgiving  annuls  the  evil  decrees,  and  in  famine  it  delivers 
from  death,  as  happened  to  the  widow  of  Sarepta."  (Joreh 
Deah,  347.)  And  hence  it  is  that,  as  we  have  seen,  at  the 
approach  of  the  New  Year  the  Kabbinists  practise  almsgiving 
abundantly,  and  also,  that  the  survivors  offer  for  the  repose  of 
the  souls  of  their  deceased  relations.  The  tendency  of  this 
doctrine  is  obviously  pernicious,  for  it  encourages  men  to  persist 
in  sin,  under  the  idea  that  almsgiving  will  compensate  for  all 
other  deficiencies.  The  doctrine  itself  is  positively  false.  Where 
does  the  law  of  Moses  say  that  almsgiving  can  purchase  for 
giveness  ?  Moses  requires  obedience  to  all  the  commandments, 
and  he  enjoins  the  practice  of  charity  to  the  poor,  but  he 
denounces  wrath  against  all  transgression.  The  doctrine  of 
Moses-  is  not  that  obedience  to  one  command  will  compensate  for 
disobedience  to  another,  but  that  disobedience  to  one  command 
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will  make  obedience  to  others  of  none  effect.  The  doctrine  that 
the  giving-  of  money  to  the  poor  can  change  the  course  of  God's 
judgment,  or  alter  this  sentence,  is  very  little  short  of  blasphemy  : 
for  it  represents  him  as  an  unjust  judge  who  can  be  bribed, 
whose  severity  can  be  bought  off,  and  whose  favour  can  be 
purchased  with  money.  A  more  degrading  view  of  the  Divine 
character  can  scarcely  be  imagined.  Such  conduct  in  a  human 
judge  would  stamp  him  with  infamy,  and  cannot  possibly  be 
true  of  Him  who  is  a  God  of  truth  and  justice.  This  one  fea 
ture  of  rabbinic  religion  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  it  is  the 
invention  of  men,  and  of  men  too  without  any  very  exalted 
notion  of  justice  and  equity. 

Besides,  this  view  of  almsgiving  takes  away  all  the  virtue  of 
obedience  and  love  to  God,  and  turns  it  into  a  mere  mercenary 
transaction.  The  great  beauty  of  almsgiving  is  that  it  proceeds 
from  love  to  God  and  man,  and  that  its  motives  be  mercy  and 
obedience.  But  the  man,  who  gives  alms  in  order  to  atone  for 
other  transgressions,  or  to  avert  the  punishment  which  he  de 
serves,  is  not  performing  an  act  either  of  obedience  or  charity, 
he  is  simply  making  a  purchase  and  driving  a  bargain  which 
is  much  to  his  advantage.  He  has  got  money,  and  with  that 
money  he  can  buy  a  house,  or  a  horse,  or  deliverance  from 

Smishment.  It  is,  therefore,  a  simple  question  of  interest. 
e  considers  which  will  be  the  most  profitable  investment  of 
his  money,  and  if  he  decide  that  deliverance  from  God's  wrath 
is  the  most  advantageous,  he  lays  it  out  in  almsgiving.  Obe 
dience,  or  love  to  God  or  man,  is  here  altogether  out  of  the 
question.  Can  any  one,  who  has  got  the  law  and  the  prophets 
in  his  hands,  imagine  that  such  a  doctrine  can  come  from  God? 
or  can  any  reasonable  being  suppose,  that  escape  from  God's 
wrath,  or  the  enjoyment  of  his  favour  depends  not  upon  man's 
moral  worth,  but  upon  his  ability  to  give  alms  :  in  a  word,  that 
his  salvation  depends  not  upon  the  state  of  his  heart,  but  the 
laying  out  of  his  money  ?  This  one  doctrine,  if  thoroughly 
believed  and  acted  upon,  would  overturn  the  whole  law  of 
Moses,  and  offer  life  not  to  the  obedient,  but  to  the  moneyed. 

In  this  doctrine  of  almsgiving,  however,  the  oral  law  errs  at 
the  very  foundation.  It  has  chosen  the  Hebrew  word  npl!^ 
to  stand  for  "almsgiving,"  whereas  its  true  signification  is 
"  righteousness,"  as  may  be  easily  proved  by  reference  to  pas 
sages  where  it  cannot  possibly  signify  "  almsgiving,"  as  for  in 
stance  — 


an  bo  ns  m^b  -mrizn  >D  lab  rrnn  np-rcn 

i^nbs  rr  *3O7  nstn 


"  And  it  shall  be  our  righteousness  (not  our  almsgiving),  if 
we  observe  to  do  all  these  commandments  before  the  Lord  our 
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God  as  he  hath  commanded  us."     (Deut.  vi.  2o.)     Hero  rrp"?!£ 
cannot  possibly  signify  almsgiving.     And  again, 

:  npTJ  ib  ratpm  TO  v^sm 

"  And  he  believed  in  the  Lord  ;  and  he  counted  it  to  him  for 
righteousness  (not  for  almsgiving)."    (Gen.  xv.  6.)    And  again, 


"O  Lord,  righteousness  belongeth  unto  thee,  but  unto  us 
confusion  of  face  "  (L)an.  ix.  7),  where  it  is  impossible  to  say 
that  "Almsgiving  belongeth  unto  the  Lord."  The  oral  law  is 
therefore  guilty  of  perverting  the  meaning  of  one  of  the  plainest 
and  most  commonly  repeated  words  in  the  Bible,  and  of  course 
of  thereby  giving  an  erroneous  sense  to  the  passage  where  it 
occurs.  Thus  it  says,  as  we  have  seen  above,  "  that  by  alms 
giving  the  throne  of  Israel  is  established  and  the  law  of  truth 
standeth,"  and  it  proves  this  assertion  by  referring  to  a  verse 
of  Isaiah,  where  the  word  np~l!a  occurs,  and  which  signifies 
'•by  righteousness  shalt  thoii  be  established,"  but  which  it 
perverts  to  mean  "  by  almsgiving  thou  shalt  be  established." 
Here  then  the  oral  law  is  plainly  convicted  of  falsifying  the 
Word  of  God,  and  perverting  its  meaning  in  order  to  serve  its 
own  purposes  and  favour  its  own  false  doctrine.  To  teach  false 
doctrine  is  bad  enough,  but  to  pervert  the  plain  sense  of  Scrip 
ture  is  a  great  deal  worse.  Either  charge,  if  proved,  would  be 
sufficient  to  prove  that  the  oral  law  is  a  false  religion,  but  here 
both  charges  are  proved  together.  The  oral  law  here  teaches 
that  almsgiving  can  do  that  which  it  cannot  do,  namely,  bribe 
God  to  have  mercy;  and  it  supports  its  false  doctrine  by  inter 
preting  np"T!£  to  signify  "  almsgiving,"  whereas  it  plainly 
signifies  "righteousness.  A  religion  guilty  of  such  error 
cannot  be  from  God.  It  is  for  the  Jews,  then,  to  consider 
whether  they  will  persist  in  upholding  the  truth  of  a  system 
which  opposes  the  doctrines  of  Moses  and  the  prophets,  and 
perverts  the  Word  of  God.  The  great  boast  of  the  Jews  is, 
that  they  are  faithful  to  Moses  and  to  the  religion  of  Moses  : 
but  this  boast  is  vain  so  long  as  they  profess  Judaism.  If  Moses 
were  to  rise  from  the  dead,  and  get  the  oral  law  into  his  hands, 
he  would  not  be  able  to  recognise  it  as  the  religion  which  he 
left  to  Israel.  And,  as  to  the  commands  about  almsgiving,  he 
would  not  he  able  even  to  translate  them,  for  in  his  time  np"T!£ 
signified  righteousness. 

The  prophet  Isaiah  would  feel  equal  astonishment  if  he  were 
to  return  and  learn,  that  the  oral  law  quoted  him  as  an 
authority  for  the  assertion,  that  Zion  is  to  be  redeemed,  not 
with  righteousness,  but  with  almsgiving.  And  we  doubt  not 
that  both  Moses  and  Isaiah  would  protest  as  earnestly  as  we  do 
against  a  doctrine  based  upon  perversion.  But  it  is  extraor- 
D 
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dinary,  if  the  Rabbinists  really  believe  their  own  doctrine,  that 
Israel  can  be  delivered  from  captivity  by  almsgiving,  that  they 
should  set  any  bounds  to  their  liberality,  or  ever  stop  giving, 
until  the  desired  redemption  be  effected.  If  their  doctrine  be 
true,  then  all  that  they  so  earnestly  pray  for,  is  entirely  in 
their  own  power.  They  know  the  means,  and  they  possess  the 
means  of  terminating  this  long  captivity.  They  need  only  to 
give  a  sufficiency  of  alms,  and,  according  to  the  oral  law,  even 
Zion  itself  shall  be  delivered.  How  extraordinary  then,  that 
they  should  have  suffered  so  many  centuries  of  misery  to  pass 
over  their  heads,  and  left  their  brethren  to  endure  such  calami 
ties,  when  liberality  in  almsgiving  could  have  put  a  period  to 
all  their  sorrows.  We  think  too  highly  of  Israel's  charity  to 
suppose  for  a  moment  that  they  would  hesitate  to  make  the 
sacrifice,  if  they  were  persuaded  of  its  efficacy.  We  must 
therefore  infer,  that  they  do  not  believe  in  the  doctrine,  and  ask 
them,  why  do  they  profess  a  religion  in  which  they  do  not 
believe  ? 
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THE  great  test  of  a  man's  faith  in,  and  love  to,  his  religion 
is  his  practice.  If  a  man  live  in  open  and  perpetual  trans 
gression  of  its  commands,  no  profession  can  satisfy  us  that  he  is 
in  earnest,  or  that  he  really  believes  what  his  creed  confesses. 
Now  let  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law  examine  themselves  by 
this  test.  They  profess  to  believe  in,  and  to  love  the  law  of 
Moses  ;  and  their  great  boast  is,  that  Moses  is  their  master, 
and  that  they  are  his  disciples,  but  do  they  prove  the  reality  of 
their  faith  by  their  obedience  ?  They  sometimes  tax  Christians 
with  inconsistency  in  professing  to  believe  in  Moses,  and  yet  in 
neglecting  the  observance  of  certain  ceremonial  observances  ; 
but  are  they  themselves  more  careful  and  less  guilty  in  this 
matter  ?  We  do  not  mean  to  allude  to  the  weightier  matters 
of  the  law,  love  to  God  and  man  :  that  is  a  question  for  the 
conscience,  not  a  subject  for  controversy,  but  we  refer  to  some 
mere  external  matters,  easy  of  observance,  and  open  to  the 
cognisance  of  every  man.  Moses  and  the  prophets  have  com 
manded  that  the  priests,  the  Levites,  Q'nbn  D^PDn,  should 
be  the  teachers  of  the  law,  and  that  from  them  the  people 
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should  learn.  Moses  does  not  say  one  word  about  rabbles  or 
wise  men,  D*E2n»  but  restricts  the  office  of  teaching  to  the 
priests,  the  LeTites  :  now,  do  the  modern  Jews  obey  Moses  in 
this  respect  ?  Who  are  their  teachers  of  religion,  and  from 
whom  do  they  learn  ?  Are  the  priests  and  the  Levites  the 
teachers  of  Israel,  as  Moses  commanded,  or  are  they  taught  by 
their  rabbies  and  Chachamim,  of  whom  Moses  does  not  say  one 
syllable  ? 

"  We  assert,  that  Moses  has  commanded  that  the  priests,  the 
Levites,  should  be  the  religious  teachers  in  Israel,  and  in  proof 
we  refer  to  the  words  of  Moses  himself.  In  the  tenth  chapter 
of  SHTI,  Leviticus,  he  thus  writes  :  — 


nrcn     w  -ottn  r   •  ""-      Pns         / 

sbi  isnia  bns  bs  n^sm  -jns  T23i  rins 
finipn  v^  b^innbi   »  CDTinnb  cbii?  npn 
ns  nmnbi   .  iintsn  r^  ^s^n  ^21  Vinn 
n  cmbs  rr  -im  -irc«  D^pnn  bs  ns 


"And  the  Lord  spake  unto  Aaron,  saying,  Do  not  drink  wine 
nor  strong  drink,  thou  nor  thy  sons  with  thee,  when  ye  go  into 
the  tabernacle  of  the  congregation,  lest  ye  die  :  it  shall  be  a 
statute  for  ever  throughout  your  generations  :  and  that  ye  may 
put  difference  between  holy  and  unholy,  and  between  unclean 
and  clean  ;  and  that  ye  may  teach  the  children  of  Israel  all  the 
statutes  wliich  the  Lord  hath  spoken  unto  them  by  the  hand  of 
Moses."  Here  the  nature  of  the  priest's  office  is  clearly  defined. 
It  is,  in  the  first  place,  to  go  into  the  tabernacle  of  the  congre 
gation,  and  there  to  serve  before  the  Lord  :  and  secondly  to 
instruct  the  children  of  Israel  in  the  difference  between  holy  and 
profane,  clean  and  unclean,  and  especially  to  teach  the  children 
of  Israel  "  ALL  THE  STATUTES,"  which  the  Lord  had  given  to 
Moses.  The  commission  is  not  only  very  comprehensive,  but 
very  exclusive.  If  the  priests  were  to  teach  "all  the  statutes," 
there  is  no  room  left  for  rabbies,  or  Chachamim,  or  any  other 
description  of  teacher.  The  priests  are  the  only  divinely- 
accredited  religious  teachers  in  Israel. 

If  this  passage  stood  alone,  it  would  be  quite  sufficient  to 
establish  the  doctrine  ;  but  it  does  not.  Moses  was  particularly 
anxious  to  impress  upon  the  Israelites  the  nature  of  the  priestly 
office,  and  therefore  repeats  the  instruction  again  and  again. 
Thus  in  the  law  respecting  a  dead  body  found  lying  in  a  field, 
after  commanding  that  the  elders  and  judges  should  come 
forth,  he  adds  — 


-pnbs    rf  nra  an  *o  •nb  ^22  nu^nsn  1127331 
n  b^  mm  cms  bsi  'n  c:m  -pnbi 
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"And  the  priests,  the  sons  ofLevi,  shall  come  near:  for  them 
the  Lord  thy  God  hath  chosen  to  minister  unto  him,  and  to 
bless  in  the  name  of  the  Lord  :  and  by  their  word  shall  every 
controversy  and  every  stroke  be  tried."  (l)eut.  xxi.  o.)  One 
should  have  thought  that  the  elders  and  judges  were  enough 
in  such  a  case.  But  not  so.  God  had  determined  that  the 
priests  were  to  teach  Israel  "  all  his  statutes,"  and  therefore 
commands  that  they  should  be  present  in  this  case,  that  they 
should  give  the  decision. 

Again,  when  Moses  was  about  to  part  from  Israel,  and  to 
leave  them  his  dying  benediction,  he  was  directed  by  the  spirit 
of  prophecy  to  impress  upon  them  the  same  great  truth,  and  in 
the  most  solemn  manner  :  — 


-p^on  ®       THINI  T^n 
vnsb  -imwn  i  nrriB  ^n  bs  inn'nn 
sb  i^n  nsi  -ron  sb  vns  nsi  vrp«-i  sb 
•ptasipa   VTP   *  n^   "[/m 
:  "in 

"  And  of  Levi  he  said,  Let  thy  Thummim  and  thy  Urim  be 
with  thy  Holy  One,  whom  thou  didst  prove  at  Massah,  and 
with  whom  thou  didst  strive  at  the  waters  of  Meribah  :  who 
said  unto  his  father  and  mother,  I  have  not  seen  him  ;  neither 
did  he  acknowledge  his  brethren,  nor  knew  his  own  children  : 
for  they  have  observed  thy  word,  and  kept  thy  covenant. 
T/tei/  shall  teach  Jacob  thy  judgments,  and  Israel  thy  law" 
(Deut.  xxxiii.  8  —  10.)  And  as  'this  doctrine  forms  a  part  of 
Moses'  last  words,  so  also  it  is  found  in  the  last  prophetic 
message  which  God  vouchsafed  to  Israel.  Malachi,  the  last  of 
the  prophets,  reminds  Israel  — 

rmm  nsn  nEttP  jro  VISE? 


"That  the  priest's  lips  should  keep  knowledge,  and  they 
should  seek  the  law  at  his  mouth  :  for  he  is  the  messenger  of 
the  Lord  of  hosts"  (Mai.  ii.  7):  so  that  if  there  be  any  one 
thing  more  plain  than  another  in  the  Old  Testament  it  is  this, 
that  the  sons  of  Levi  are  the  divinely-appointed  religious 
teachers  of  Israel,  and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  all  Israelites  to 
seek  instruction  from  them. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  priests  are  not  now  well  known, 
and  that  on  this  account  these  commands  have  lost  their  force  ; 
for  those  who  believe  in  the  oral  law,  profess  to  know  the 
family  of  Levi,  and  in  the  synagogue,  at  the  reading  of  the 
law,  the  priest  and  the  Levite*  are  called  up  in  a  certain  order  : 

K-np  IHD  ibsE  ns'np'i  ns'np  bra 
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cvn  sin  srj?2  rinaEi  i    sia^  v-insi 
yra  nm  ^sb  nnpb  nmp 


"  At  every  time  of  reading,  the  priest  reads  first,  and  after 
him  the  Levite,  and  after  him  the  Israelite.  And  the  simp]r> 
custom  of  the  present  time  is,  that  a  priest,  even  though  he  be 
an  unlearned  man  (amhaaretz),  takes  precedence  in  reading 
before  the  most  learned,  who  is  only  an  Israelite."  (Hilchoth 
T'phillah,  c.  xii.  18.)  And  as  the  priests  are  thus  supposed  to 
be  known,  so  the  oral  law  expressly  maintains  that  they  stili 
retain  their  priestly  office,  and  are  bound  to  discharge  the 
duties  of  it,  so  far  as  is  possible,  in  the  captivity  :  and  therefore 
requires  them  to  bless  the  people  as  Moses  commanded.  In 
deed  the  firm  conviction  of  the  Talmudists  on  this  subject  is 
strikingly  exhibited  in  their  assertion,  that  a  priest,  although 
unlearned,  or  even  notoriously  wicked,  is  still  not  exempted 
from  his  obligation  to  perform"  this  duty:  — 

nbs  bss  -a*r  ib  rrn  sbtp 


is  mison  pip"r»  irsi  CDPI  irstp  S'TS  c^rj 
mn  sbtp  is  vnns  D^aa-ia  v-an 


ims  r^ift    ssi  V23  ns  K^i2  nt  ^ 


msb 

nt  ravin  HD-Q  bx37in  nn  -insm  n»nn  bsi 
DS^tz?  rrapra  sbs  c"3nD2  ^bn  n^nnn  b-ap 
D^HDH  r  CD-QS  wi  bsn^''  >22  br  "Ltt?  rw 
ns  TQD  vamn  n"npni  nn  Yiisr:a;  m^n 

:  122  ra 

"  A  priest  who  has  none  of  these  disqualifications  for  the 
lifting  up  of  hands,  even  though  he  be  not  learned,  nor  ac 
curate  in  the  commandments  ;  and  although  his  companions 
make  a  mock  of  him,  or  his  dealings  should  not  be  righteous, 
still  he  is  to  lift  up  his  hands  [to  bless],  and  is  not  to  be 
prevented,  for  this  is  an  affirmative  precept  binding  upon 
every  priest,  who  is  otherwise  qualified  ;  and  we  must  not  say 
to  a  wicked  man,  Away,  thou  wicked  man,  be  thou  disqualified 
from  keeping  the  commandments.  Do  not  ask,  saying,  What 
profit  can  there  be  in  the  blessing  of  this  simple  'fellow  ?  for 
the  receiving  of  the  blessing  does  not  depend  upon  the  priests, 
but  upon  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  for  it  is  said,  '  They  shall 
put  my  name  upon  the  children  of  Israel,  and  I  will  bless 
them.'  The  priests  perform  the  duty  commanded  .them,  and 
God,  in  his  mercy,  blesses  Israel  according  to  his  pleasure." 
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(Ibid.  c.  xv.  6.)  The  existence,  then,  of  the  priests,  and  their 
continued  obligation  to  perform  such  official  duties  as  are  now 
possible,  are  fully  acknowledged,  yea,  it  is  even  asserted  that  a 
wicked  priest  is  by  no  means  to  be  prevented  from  doing  his 
duty  :  it  has  also  been  plainly  proved,  from  the  words  of  Moses 
and  the  prophets,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  priests  to  teach,  and 
of  the  Israelites  to  be  taught  by  them  :  and  no  man  can  deny 
that  the  performance  of  this  duty  is  possible.  The  destruction 
of  the  temple  has  prevented  the  priest  from  sacrificing,  but  it 
has  made  no  difference  with  regard  to  the  possibility  of  teach 
ing  :  it  is,  therefore,  a  fair  question  to  propose  to  those  who 
boast  in  their  obedience  to  the  law  of  Moses,  How  is  this 
Mosaic  command  respecting  the  teaching  of  the  law  fulfilled1? 
Are  the  priests,  the  Levites,  the  religious  teachers  in  all 
Jewish  congregations  ?  or  have  they  been  excluded  from  the 
office  assigned  to  them  by  Moses  ?  and  is  it  occupied  by  others 
to  whom  Moses  did  not  give  it  ?  Every  Jew  must  answer  that 
this  command  of  Moses  is  utterly  disregarded  —  that  the  office 
of  the  priesthood,  as  established  by  Moses,  has  now  scarcely 
the  shadow  of  an  existence  amongst  the  Jews  —  that  the  rab- 
bies,  Chachamim,  and  the  Melamm'dim  are  universally  the 
religious  teachers  —  and  that  hundreds,  if  not  thousands,  of 
the  priests  are  left  in  utter  obscurity,  and  not  a  few  in  desti 
tution.  Jeremiah  complained  of  the  heathen  — 

sb  a^ro  ^s 


"  They  respected  not  the  persons  of  the  priests"  (Lam.  iv. 
16)  ;  but  it  is  equally  applicable  to  the  adherents  of  the  oral 
law.  Here  and  there  a  son  of  Levi  may  be  a  rabbi,  and  then 
he  has  the  honour  attached  to  the  rabbinical  office  ;  but  the 
Mosaic  institution  of  the  priesthood,  as  the  appointed  order  of 
religious  teachers  to  Israel  is  utterly  disregarded.  Moses  de 
clares,  as  we  have  seen  above,  that  it  is  the  priest's  office 
"  to  distinguish  between  holy  and  unholy,  and  between  clean 
and  unclean  ;"  but  if  a  Jew  has  got  a  nbst£7>  a  question  or 
a  difficulty,  it  is  to  the  rabbi  that  he  goes  to  get  the  de 
cision.  Moses  says  that  the  priests  are  appointed  by  God  "  to 
teach  Israel  all  the  statutes  which  the  Lord  hath  spoken  to 
them  ;  "  but  now  men  are  made  rabbies  and  Melamm'dim  who 
do  not  pretend  to  be  of  the  family  of  Levi  :  and  there  are  con 
gregations  even  where  there  is  no  Levite  nor  priest  at  all,  and 
where,  therefore,  this  command  is  utterly  despised.  But  the 
worst  feature  in  this  disobedience  is,  that  it  is  systematic.  It 
is  not  one  of  the  casualties  of  the  captivity,  but  it  is  the 
deliberate  aim  of  the  oral  law  to  degrade  the  priesthood,  as 
established  by  Moses,  and  to  set  up  above  it  another  office, 
that  of  rabbi,  of  which  Moses  does  not  say  one  word.  The 
oral  law,  instead  of  deprecating  the  possibility  of  an  Israelite 
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congregation  existing  without  a  priest  a  son  of  Levi,  quietly 
laycth  down  the  law  for  doing  without  them.  When  pre 
scribing  the  order  in  which  persons  are  to  be  called  up  to  the 
reading  of  the  law,  it  says  — 

V?  v-ins  nbsr  sbi  bs-nzr'  nbw 


"  If  there  be  no  priest  there,  then  an  Israelite  is  to  go  up,  but 
no  Levite  is  to  follow  him."     (Ibid.,  c.  xii.  19.)     And  again, 

-nas  rpbu?  37Tt»3  bbs  jro  cnb  v 


:  "IDI  cnbzz; 

"  But  if  the  congregation  has  no  priest  at  all,  when  the 
reader  comes  to  that  part  of  the  prayers  he  is  to  say,"  &c. 
(Ibid.,  c.  xv.  10.)  Now  if  the  oral  law  were  anxious  to  main 
tain  the  institution  of  Moses  it  could  make  no  such  supposition. 
On  the  contrary  it  would  urge  upon  every  congregation  the 
indispensable  necessity  of  having  a  priest  of  the  family  of  Levi. 
The  supposition  shows  that  its  authors  cared  but  little  about 
'he  commands  of  Moses,  for  where  there  is  no  priest  it  is 
plainly  impossible  for  the  people  to  obey  that  often-repeated 
precept  to  learn  the  law  from  the  sons  of  Levi.  And  yet  the 
authors  of  the  oral  law,  who  care  so  little  for  this  command 
ment  of  Moses  about  the  priests,  command  the  appointment 
of  Melamm'dim,  or  schoolmasters,  under  pain  of  utter  de 
struction:— 


brrn  nnsi  nann  bsn  mpirn 
mpi3\n  nn  •pwa?  TU  bsi  <  -Pin  "V9  bmi 
j^an^a?  "n?  i^n  •'attw  ns  j^-inn  pn  n^n     ir? 
ns  iN»nn^  in^in  Mb  iir  CHI  mp^n 


"  Teachers  of  children  are  to  be  established  in  every  pro 
vince  and  district  and  city.  And  every  city  in  which  there 
are  not  school  children  the  men  of  that  city  are  to  be  visited 
with  the  Cherem,  and  if  they  still  neglect,  the  city  itself 
is  to  be  devoted."  (Hilch.  Talm.  Torah,  c.  ii.)  When  we 
see  them  enforce  this  commandment  of  their  own  with  such 
zeal  and  severity,  and  yet  appear  so  careless  and  negligent 
about  the  commandment  of  Moses,  we  justly  infer  that  this 
neglect  was  intentional,  and  that  the  objoct  was  to  exalt 
themselves,  and  to  depress  that  office  which  God  himself 
had  ordained,  And  this  inference  is  abundantly  confirmed 
by  irn  "T*a3  mDbn,  the  numerous  and  minute  laws  re 
specting  the  honour  due  to  a  rabbi,  whilst  the  respect  due 
to  the  family  of  Levi  is  almost  entirely  disregarded,  and  his 
office  evidently  depreciated  below  that  of  the  former.  As, 
for  instance,  in  establishing  the  order  in  which  captives  arc* 
P  2 
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to  be  redeemed,  the  oral  law  says  the  priest  is  to  be  re 
deemed  before  the  Levite,  and  the  Levite  before  the  Israelite, 
but  then  adds  — 


"pip  errata  vnan  mitttf  onm  rron 
TDbn  -ttDm  Y"">«n  DS  b-na  ]ra  mn  DW 

:  Dip 


"  In  what  case  does  this  hold  good  ?  In  case  that  they 
were  both  equal  in  wisdom.  But  if  the  high  priest  be  an 
unlearned  man,  and  an  illegitimate  child  be  the  disciple  of 
a  wise  man  (chacham),  the  latter  is  to  have  the  precedence." 
(Hilchoth  Matt'noth  Aniim,  c.  viii.  17.)  Here  the  office  of 
the  priesthood  and  even  of  the  high  priesthood  itself  is  put 
below  that  of  the  rabbi  or  chacham,  and  the  intention  of 
the  Rabbinists  to  exalt  themselves,  and  their  utter  disregard 
for  the  law  of  Moses  and  his  commandments,  is  especially 
apparent.  The  high  priest  was  the  chief  person  in  the  whole 
Mosaic  dispensation.  Without  him  the  biood  of  the  offering 
could  not  be  carried  into  the  holy  of  holies  on  the  Day  of 
Atonement,  and  yet  the  oral  law  says,  that  if  he  and  an 
illegitimate  child,  that  is,  the  least  honoured  person  in  Israel, 
be  both  in  captivity,  and  the  latter  be  the  disciple  of  a  rabbi, 
he  is  to  be  redeemed  first.  It  is  needless  to  add  any  further 
proof  of  the  fact  that  the  command  of  Moses,  respecting  the 
family  of  Levi,  is  systematically  and  intentionally  transgressed 
by  the  authors  and  adherents  of  the  oral  law.  The  priests, 
the  Levites,  have  been  thrust  out  of  that  office  which  God 
gave  them,  and  others  have  been  made  the  religious  teachers 
of  Israel  who  have  no  right  at  all  to  this  appointment.  How 
then  can  the  modern  Jews  pretend  to  be  zealous  for  the  law 
of  Moses  ?  They  are  living  in  plain  and  systematic  violation 
of  one  of  his  plainest  commands.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that 
the  office  of  rabbi  is  also  of  divine  appointment.  An  assertion 
which  nullities  a  Mosaic  institution  must  have  the  most  un 
exceptionable  evidence.  Its  proof  must  be  at  least  as  clear 
as  the  original  appointment.  To  persuade  any  real  lover  of 
the  Mosaic  law  that  the  rabbies  have  a  right  to  thrust  out 
the  family  of  Levi  from  their  office,  and  to  take  it  upon 
themselves,  the  express  declaration  of  God  is  absolutely 
necessary.  And  if  the  rabbies  could  prove,  which  they 
cannot,  that  they  are  the  lawful  teachers  of  Israel,  it  would 
necessarily  follow  that  the  Mosaic  law  has  been  changed, 
and  then  one  of  the  chief  dogmas  of  modern  Judaism, 
the  immutability  of  the  Mosaic  law,  is  entirely  overthrown. 
Yv'hen  Moses  gave  the  law  the  priests  were  the  religious 
teachers  of  Israel.  Since  the  dominion  of  the  oral  law,  not  the 
priests,  but  the  rabbies  have  been  the  teachers.  Here  then  js 
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au  important,  yea,  an  organic  change  in  the  Mosaic  constitu 
tion.  This  change  then  is  either  unlawful  or  lawful.  If  it  be 
unlawful,  then  the  rabbies  have  no  right  to  be  the  teachers  of 
Israel.  If  it  be  lawful,  then  to  change  and  alter  the  Mosaic 
law  is  lawful,  and  then  modern  Judaism,  which  teaches  that 
there  can  be  no  change,  is  false.  This  is  the  only  alter 
native  which  modern  Jews  can  adopt,— they  must  either 
maintain  the  immutability  of  the  law  at  the  expense  of  the 
rabbinic  office,  or  they  must  assert  the  legitimacy  of  the 
rabbinic  office  at  the  expense  of  the  law.  In  either  case 
the  oral  law  is  convicted  of  teaching  falsehood ;  and  in 
neither  case  can  the  modern  Jews  make  a  boast  of  loyalty 
to  the  law  of  Moses.  They  charge  Christians  with  disre 
garding  and  transgressing  the  Mosaic  law,  but  let  them 
point  out,  even  in  the  practice  of  Gentile  Christians,  any 
one  apparent  transgression  more  heinous  than  the  expulsion 
of  the  family  of  Levi  from  the  office  to  which  Moses  ap 
pointed  them.  The  fact  is  notorious.  This  family  is  every 
where  neglected  and  in  obscurity,  struggling  with  the  cares 
and  business  of  the  world,  instead  of  occupying  the  station 
given  to  them  by  Moses.  Let  all  the  lovers  of  modern 
Judaism  consider  this  fact,  and  then  ask  themselves  how 
they  can  pretend  to  be  keeping  the  law  of  Moses  ?  Let 
them  remember  that  they  have  themselves  made  a  change 
in  the  law  by  appointing  rabbies  instead  of  the  priests,  and 
that,  if  they  defend  this  change,  they  teach  the  very  same 
doctrine  which  they  blame  in  Gentile  Christians,  namely,  the 
mutability  and  abrogation  of  the  Mosaic  law.  Of  course  we  do 
not  mean  to  dictate  to  Israel  in  this  matter.  If  they  are  con 
scientiously  persuaded  that  the  institutions  of  Moses  have  been 
abrogated,  they  can  then  consistently  maintain  the  appoint 
ment  of  rabbies,  but  let  them  give  up  their  common,  though 
mistaken,  argument  against  Christianity.  But  if  they  believe 
what  they  so  commonly  profess,  that  the  law  of  Moses  is  not, 
and  cannot  be  abrogated,  then  let  them  act  consistently,  re 
nounce  the  oral  law,  and  restore  the  family  of  Levi  to  the 
office  from  which  modern  Judaism  has  excluded  them  for  so 
many  centuries.  To  follow  the  oral  law,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  obey  the  written  law  of  Moses  hi  this  matter,  is  plainly 
impossible.  The  oral  law  is  for  the  rabbies  and  the  Chach- 
amim — the  words  of  Moses  are  for  the  family  of  Levi.  The 
Jews  may,  and  of  course  will,  choose  as  they  think  best ;  but, 
if  they  d'ctcrmine  upon  maintaining  the  rabbinical  system,  let 
them  not  pretend  to  be  followers  of  Moses.  Let  them  honestly 
confess  that  they  do  not  like  Moses  and  his  laws,  and  that  they 
prefer  the  new  and  modern  religion  of  the  rabbies.  The 
subject  is  important  to  all  Israel,  but  especially  so  to  the  sons 
of  Levi  themselves.  God  gave  them  the  important  charge  of 
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instructing  the  house  of  Israel  in  his  laws,  are  they  then  at 
liberty  to  resign  their  sacred  office  into  the  hands  of  others  ? 
Has  God  dispensed  them  from  obedience  to  his  command  ?  If 
so,  what  obligation  rests  upon  them  to  bless  the  people  ?  By 
lifting  up  their  hands  and  blessing  the  people,  they  confess 
that  their  office  still  continues  ;  and,  if  so,  the  obligation  to 
perform  all  its  duties  continues  also.  Either  the  law  of  Moses 
is  abrogated,  or  the  priests  are  still  the  appointed  religious 
teachers  of  Israel. 

The  priests  have  the  same  alternative  as  the  people,  i.e., 
either  to  assert  the  rights  and  perform  the  duties  of  their 
priestly  office,  or  honestly  to  acknowledge  that  they  do  not 
believe  in  Moses,  nor  care  for  his  religion,  but  that  their 
religion  is  that  of  the  rabbies.  The  responsibility  is  however 
much  heavier  on  the  family  of  Levi  than  on  Israelites  of  ano 
ther  tribe.  To  the  sons  of  Levi,  God  committed  the  honourable 
office  of  instructing  Israel.  They  have  been  set  as  the  watch 
men  in  Israel,  and  are  therefore  answerable,  not  only  for  their 
own  neglect,  but  for  the  error  and  destruction  of  the  people. 
It  is  then  high  time  for  them  to  remember  their  duty  and  the 
zeal  of  their  forefathers  in  extirpating  error,  and  to  show 
themselves  worthy  of  their  high  origin,  and  of  their  divine 
appointment,  by  opposing  the  errors  of  the  oral  law. 


319 
No.  XLI. 

RABBINIC  IDEAS  OF  THE  DEITY. 

IT  is  an  indisputable  fact,  that  the  modern  Jews  have  entirely 
cast  off  the  laws  of  Moses  respecting  the  priests  of  the  family 
of  Levi,  and  have  chosen  and  appointed  to  themselves  other 
teachers,  of  whom  Moses  says  nothing.  What  the  cause  was 
of  such  extraordinary  conduct  in  those  who  profess  a  great  zeal 
for  the  law  of  Moses,  we  do  not  now  profess  to  inquire  ;  but 
we  think  that  every  Jew  ought  to  have  a  very  good  reason  for 
thus  wilfully,  systematically,  and  continually  transgressing  the 
commandments  of  God.  H*e  ought,  at  the  very  least,  to  be  able 
to  show  that  the  doctrines  of  these  new  teachers  are  far  superior 
to  those  of  the  religious  teachers  appointed  by  Moses  ;  and  that 
the  superabundant  excellence  and  wisdom  of  rabbinic  teaching 
does,  at  least,  justify  the  change  which  they  have  made  in  the 
Mosaic  law.  We  have  had  occasion  in  these  papers  to  consider 
the  nature  of  the  new  doctrine  chosen  instead  of  the  law  of 
Moses,  and  to  us  it  certainly  appears  that  "The  Old  Paths" 
were  better.  To-day  we  propose  to  illustrate  the  rabbinic 
notions  of  the  Deity,  and  do  not  intend  by  any  means  to  select 
the  most  objectionable  representations  contained  in  the  rabbi 
nical  writings,  but  shall  confine  ourselves  to  a  few  well-known 
passages,  which  are  intended  to  explain  to  us  the  mode  in  which 
God  spends  his  time.  Concerning  the  day,  the  rabbies  say  that 
it  is  spent  in  the  following  manner  :  — 

wbw  i  ovn  '•in  rrottf  mtzro  DVKP 


D  ns  pi  3.W  nvotp  >  rmra  poisn  nipv  rrnpn 
rrbrj  abirn  n^nmip  nsvitp  IVD   t  ibis 
i  nramn  KDD  by  ntpvi  ]*nn  WDDD 
rrns-i  >n£   ,  ibiD  nbiyn  bs  ns   n 


"  The  day  has  twelve  hours.  The  first  three,  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  sits  and  occupies  himself  in  the  law.  The  second, 
he  sits  and  judges  the  whole  world.  When  he  perceives  that 
the  world  deserves  utter  destruction,  He  stands  up  from  the 
throne  of  judgment,  and  sits  on  the  throne  of  mercy.  The  third, 
he  sits,  and  feeds  all  the  world,  from  the  horns  of'  the  unicorns 
to  the  eggs  of  the  vermin.  In  the  fourth,  he  sits  and  plays 
with  Leviathan,  for  it  is  said  (Psalm  civ.  26)  'The  Leviathan 
whom  thou  hast  formed  to  play  therewith.'  "  (Avodah  Zarah, 
fol.  iii.,  col.  2.)  In  another  place  we  have  an  account  of  the 
mariner  in  which  the  night  is  spent  :— 
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bin  nVbn  ^n   nriBi&D 
itwi  rrnpn 

ibip  ]rp  iiznp  p3?£D  asan  CDY-IBD   rr 

:  tma  bs 

"  Rabbi  Eliezer  says,  The  night  has  three  watches,  and  at 
every  watch,  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  sits  and  roars  like 
a  lion,  for  it  is  said,  '  The  Lord  shall  roar  from  on  high,  and 
utter  his  voice  from  his  holy  habitation  :  roaring  he  shall  roar 
upon  his  habitation.'"  (Jer.  xxv.  30.)  And  again,  a  little  lower 
down,  the  same  assertion  is  made  in  the  name  of  two  other 
rabbies,  and  the  cause  of  God's  roaring  assigned  :  — 


mi   rPDtPia      siEtp   -a    pn:^    m 
-inttttn  -inroa  bo  bin  nVbn  ^n 
\rrn  ns   \nmntt7   "ns   imsi    VIMS   risian 
nb   ^n   n«   ^n^bnni   ^b^^n   n« 


"  Rabbi  Isaac,  the  son  of  Samuel,  says,  in  the  name  of  Rav, 
The  night  has  three  watches,  and  at  every  watch,  the  Holy  One, 
blessed  be  He,  sits  and  roars  like  a  lion,  and  says,  Woe*  is  me 
that  I  have  laid  desolate  my  house,  and  burned  my  sanctuary, 
and  sent  my  children  into  captivity  amongst  the  nations  of  the 
world."  (Berachoth,  fol.  iii.,  col.  1.)  Now  we  ask  every  rea 
sonable  man  whether  this  is  a  representation  worthy  of  the 
Creator  of  heaven  and  earth?  We  are  told  here,  first,  that 
God  is  like  a  man  in  observing  day  and  night  —  that  he  has  set 
times  for  different  employments,  and  a  time  for  amusement. 
We  are  told,  secondly,  that  instead  of  comprehending  all  things 
past,  present,  and  to  come,  at  all  times,  and  instead  of  uphold 
ing  all  things  by  the  continual  fiat  of  his  omnipotent  rule, 
that  he  is  obliged  to  consider  each  thing  in  succession  ;  and  that, 
like  a  poor  frail  child  of  man,  He  can  do  only  one  thing  at  a 
time.  And  thirdly,  we  are  here  informed,  that  the  Divine  Being 
sits  all  night,  and  mourns  like  a  child,  over  an  act  which  he 
rashly  committed,  but  now  wishes  to  have  undone.  Is  this  a 
fit  representation  of  Deity,  or  is  it  awful  blasphemy  ?  How 
different  is  the  description  given  by  Moses  —  "  Lord,  thou  hast 
been  our  dwelling-place  in  all  generations.  Before  the  moun 
tains  were  brought  forth,  or  ever  thou  hadst  formed  the  earth 
and  the  world,  even  from  everlasting  to  everlasting,  thou  art 
God.  A  thousand  years  in  thy  sight  are  but  as  yesterday 
when  it  is  past,  and  as  a  watch  in  the  night  "  (Ps.  xc.  1  —  4)  ; 
and  again,  that  other  beautiful  passage  of  the  Psalmist,  "  Of 
old  thou  hast  laid  the  foundations  of  the  eaivth  ;  and  the  heavens 
are  the  work  of  thy  hands.  They  shall  perish,  but  thou  shalt 
endure  5  yea  all  of  them  shall  wax  old  like  a  garment  :  and  as 
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a  vesture  shalt  them  change  them,  and  they  shall  be  changed  ; 
but  thou  art  the  same,  and  thy  years  shall  have  no  end."  (Ps. 
cii.  25—27.)  In  both  these  passages,  unehangeableness,  entire 
freedom  from  all  vicissitude  and  succession,  is  presented  to 
our  view  as  the  prominent  feature  in  the  character  of  Deity. 
Whereas,  the  God  whom  the  rabbies  describe,  is  a  being  subject 
to  the  same  alterations  as  ourselves,  and  liable  to  change,  in  its 
worst  form,  that  is,  to  that  change  of  will  which  ensues  on 
disappointed  expectations.  They  say,  that  their  God  destroyed 
his  temple  and  sent  his  children  into  captivity,  and  that  now 
he  is  very  sorry  for  it,  and  vents  the  bitterness  of  his  grief  in 
lamentations  compared  to  the  roaring  of  a  lion.  Such  a  deity 
is  no  more  like  the  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob,  than 
Jeroboam's  calves.  He  may  not  be  a  graven  image,  but  he  is 
nevertheless  an  idol,  not  indeed  of  gold  or  silver,  but  of  the 
imagination.  Nothing  can  be  more  different  than  the  Being 
described  by  the  rabbies,  and  that  God  declared  in  Moses  and 
the  Prophets.  And  yet  on  this  very  point,  where  the  oral  law 
errs  so  grievously,  Christianity  maintains  the  truth.  The  New 
Testament  declares  unto  us  the  same  Being  revealed  in  the  Old. 
It  says,  "  Every  good  gift,  and  every  perfect  gift  is  from  above, 
and  cometh  down  from  the  Father  of  lights,  with  whom  is  no 
variableness,  neither  shadow  of  turning."  (James  i.  17.) 

But  the  rabbies  falsely  ascribe  to  God  not  only  variableness, 
but  imperfect  knowledge  also.  They  say,  that  He  spends  a 
fourth  part  of  the  day  in  the  study  of  the  law.  Now  either  God 
knows  the  law,  or  he  docs  not.  If  he  does  know  the  law,  then 
study  is  useless ;  and  if  he  does  not,  then  his  knowledge  is 
imperfect,  and  either  supposition  is  altogether  unworthy  of  the 
Deity.  Indeed  it  is  very  difficult  to  argue  against  a  doctrine 
so  monstrous,  or  to  show  the  full  absurdity  where  the  subject 
is  so  grave  and  sacred.  But  we  put  it  to  the  good  sense  of 
every  Israelite,  and  ask  him  wrhether  he  can  believe  that  the 
God  of  knowledge  studies  in  his  own  law  ?  Is  not  such  an 
assertion  a  blasphemous  falsehood,  and  does  it  not  show  that 
those  who  made  it  were  themselves  utterly  devoid  of  all  true 
knowledge  of  God?  Some  persons  endeavour  to  excuse  this 
blasphemy  by  saying  that  the  words  are  not  to  be  taken 
literally,  and  that  the  rabbies  employed  oriental  figures.  But 
this  will  not  save  the  credit  of  the  oral  law  ;  for  if  we  admit 
the  figure,  we  cannot  excuse  the  blasphemy  contained  in  the 
assertion,  that  God  studies  the  law  one  fourth  of  eveiy  day. 
No  man  that  has  any  reverence  for  his  Creator  would  venture 
to  use  such  language,  not  even  in  the  way  of  a  parable.  It 
proves  in  every  case  that  those  rabbies  were  totally  devoid  of 
that  reverence  which  is  due  to  God,  and  therefore  most  unfit 
teachers  of  religion.  But,  further,  if  these  passages  be  figurative, 
what  is  the  real  sense  ?  What  is  meant  by  studying  in  the  law, 
P  3 
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or  playing  with  Leviathan,  or  uttering  complaints  at  the 
beginning  of  every  watch  in  the  night;  or  what  is  intended  by 
ascribing  to  God  one  sort  of  employment  in  the  day  and  the 
other  in  the  night  ?  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that  these  are  all 
figures  conveying  the  most  profound  wisdom  ;  this  assertion 
must  be  proved  by  showing  what  this  wisdom  is.  Let  the 
Rabbinists  explain  these  figures  satisfactorily,  and  they  will 
then  have  some  chance  of  being  believed,  though  even  that 
would  not  amount  to  a  proof,  that  the  authors  of  these  passages 
intended  that  they  should  be  understood  mystically.  It  is  a 
certain  fact  that  many  of  the  rabbies  have  understood  these 
and  similar  passages  literally.  In  the  commentary  on  the  asser 
tion,  "  That  in  the  second  three  hours  God  sits  and  judges  the 
world,"  we  are  told,  that  some  believed  this  so  firmly  as  to 
think  that  on  this  very  account  the  additional  form  of  prayer, 
called  PplE,  was  prescribed  :  — 


?pin  ntzmpn  i^pn  -pb  • 
sin  TNI  sn  nrottn  vpvz  nno  "o  ]&  sin 

?  ^bbcnn  issi  pi 


"  Some  say,  that  on  this  account  the  words  '  Let  him  turn 
from  his  place,'  have  been  appointed  in  the  sanctification  of  the 
Musaph,  for  this  part  of  the  prayer  generally  occurs  in  the 
second  three  hours,  when  he  is  sitting  in  judgment,  and  that 
we  pray  that  he  may  turn  from  the  throne  of  judgment,  and  sit 
on  the  throne  of  mercy."  Those  who  held  this  opinion  plainly 
thought,  that  the  hours  were  literal  hours,  and  that  the  distri 
bution  of  the  day  into  four  different  employments  was  not 
figurative,  but  real.  These  persons,  therefore,  believed  that 
God  studies  in  the  law,  that  he  plays  with  Leviathan,  and 
observes  the  distinction  of  day  and  night.  And  it  must  be 
confessed  that,  if  they  believed  in  the  Talmud,  they  had  good 
reason  for  this  literal  interpretation,  as  the  corresponding 
passage,  respecting  God's  roaring  like  a  lion  at  every  watch  of 
the  night,  cannot  be  explained  figuratively,  if  it  be  taken  in 
connexion  with  its  context.  The  context  contains  a  discussion 
about  real,  not  figurative  night-watches.  The  question  pro 
posed  by  the  Mislina  is,  Until  what  hour  of  the  night  is  it 
lawful  to  perform  the  evening-reading  of  the  Sh'mah  Israel 
(Hear,  O  Israel)  ?  R.  Eliezer  says,  It  is  lawful  until  the  end 
of  the  first  watch.  The  Gemara  then  considers  what  the  rabbi 
could  mean  by  this  definition  — 


o  -nop  •>«  nt3rs  n  -nop 
-aop  ^si  mstp  rms  13?  sn^b  nVbn 
-oop  nbisb  i  mw  ttfbtp  13?  Hirb  nb^bn  •nn 
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p  sm  nVbn  ^n  r 
:  "oi  warn  ssnsn  nnnrco  sr^si  sirp-n 

"  What  did  R.  Eliezer  mean  ?  If  he  meant  that  the  night 
had  three  watches,  he  ought  to  have  said  until  the  fourth  hour  : 
but  if  he  meant  that  the  night  has  four  watches,  he  ought  to 
have  said  until  the  third  hour.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
he  meant  that  the  night  has  three  watches,  and  intended  to 
say,  that  there  are  watches  in  heaven  and  watches  upon  earth, 
for  the  Bareitha  says,  &c."  ---  And  then  follows  the  passage, 
saying,  that  in  each  watch  God  roars  like  a  lion.  It  cannot, 
then,  be  pretended  that  the  night-watches  here  are  figurative 
or  mystical.  It  is  expressly  said  that  there  are  the  same 
watches  in  heaven  and  earth,  and  the  whole  question  is  about 
the  real  distribution  of  time.  The  following  context  is  equally 
unequivocal.  11.  Eliezer,  immediately  after  saying  that  in  each 
watch  God  roars  like  a  lion,  goes  on  to  give  the  signs  whereby 
each  watch  may  be  recognised  even  in  the  dark  :  — 


ins  '»TO»  p3V  pirn 


"  The  sign  of  the  thing  is  —  In  the  first  watch  the  ass  brays  ; 
in  the  second  wratch  the  dogs  bark  ;  in  the  third  watch  the 
infant  sucks  at  its  mother's  breast,  and  the  wife  talks  with 
her  husband."  This  is  plain  matter-of-fact  way  of  speaking, 
and  proves,  beyond  a  doubt,  that  the  whole  passage  is  to 
be  taken  literally.  And  if  any  doubt  at  all  remained,  it  is 
entirely  removed,  a  little  lower  down  on  the  page,  by  an 
anecdote  told  bv  the  veracious  R.  Jose.  He  says,  that  he 


once  went  into  one  of  the  ruins  of  Jerusalem  to  pray,  and  that 
igaged  in  prayer,  the  prophet  Elijah  came  to 
the  entrance  of  the  ruin,  and  very  civilly  waited  for  him  until 


he  had  concluded,  when  they  had  some  conversation  together. 
Amongst  other  particulars,  R.  Jose  relates  as  follows  :  — 


IT  nrmm  ranc?  Vip  nn  ^n  ^ 
'ns  rnmsi  mva  namnrc  Sip   nn  'TOEttf   ib 
ns  Tvbnm  ^brrn  ns  vis-iim  wn  nw  mmnD 
sb  -fttfs-i  ^rn  -pn  ^b  HESI  mmsn  7*nb  ^2 
tt?bt»  am  nv  b^n  sbs  t^  msis  -rnbn  IT 

n^7tt?n  nbs  t  mbn  IT  nbi  i  *j3 
ps  vaiyi  mt&mn  ^nnbi  HVDDD  >nnb 


nsb  ib  nn  ^D  in^nn  ims 

ns 
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"  And  he  (Elias)  said  to  me,  What  sort  of  a  voice  didst  thou 
hear  in  the  ruin  ?  I  said  to  him,  I  heard  a  Bath  Kol  cooing 
like  a  dove,  and  saying,  Woe  is  me  that  I  have  desolated  my 
house,  and  burnt  my  sanctuary,  and  sent  my  children  into 
captivity  amongst  the  nations.  And  he  said  unto  me,  As  thou 
livest,  and  thy  head  liveth,  it  is  not  at  this  hour  only,  but 
three  times  every  day  the  voice  says  these  words.  And  not 
only  so,  but  when  the  Israelites  enter  the  synagogues,  and  the 
houses  of  study,  and  say,  'Amen,  may  his  great  name  be 
blessed,'  the  Holy  One,  blessed  be  He,  shakes  his  head,  and 
says,  Blessed  is  the  King  who  is  praised  in  his  house  ;  but 
what  profit  has  the  father  who  sends  his  children  into  cap 
tivity,"  &c.  Here  we  have  the  testimony  of  R.  Jose  to  the 
truth  of  the  fact,  that  God  does  thus  complain  in  the  manner 
described  above,  and  we  have  the  Prophet  Elijah  swearing  that 
this  happens  three  times  every  day.  It  is  plain,  therefore,  that 
the  authors  of  the  Talmud  knew  of  no  mystical  interpretation 
and  intended  none.  It  was  their  simple  belief  that  God  observed 
the  three  watches  of  the  night,  and  at  the  beginning  of  each 
roared  like  a  lion.  And  if  this  passage  must  be  taken  literally, 
why  should  the  other  passage  respecting  the  distribution  and 
employments  of  the  day  be  taken  figuratively  ?  The  literal 
interpretation  of  the  one  furnishes  a  strong  argument  for  the 
literal  interpretation  of  the  other.  And  it  is  certainly  of  no 
use  to  ascribe  a  mystical  sense  to  the  one,  whilst  the  other  is 
interpreted  literally.  The  advocates  of  the  oral  law  gain 
nothing  by  it,  for  the  one  is  not  more  absurd  nor  more 
unworthy  of  the  Deity  than  the  other.  Nothing  can  exceed 
the  folly  of  representing  God  as  observing  the  night-watches, 
and  roaring  like  a  lion  for  grief,  because  he  sent  Israel  into 
captivity.  Nothing  can  be  more  blasphemous  than  the  asser 
tion  that  God  does  not  foresee  the  results  of  his  own  actions, 
and  that  he  is  afterwards  obliged  to  sit  down  and  mourn 
over  what  he  has  done.  This  one  passage,  which  cannot 
be  explained  away,  is  quite  sufficient  to  show  that  the  rabbies 
were  utterly  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  God  ;  and  that,  how 
ever  they  might  be  acquainted  with  the  letter  of  the  Law 
and  the  Prophets,  they  knew  nothing  of  the  real  meaning  of 
their  writings.  This  one  excess  of  folly  and  absurdity  entirely 
overthrows  all  the  claims  and  pretensions  of  the  oral  law  in 
which  it  is  found. 

But  there  is  another  feature  in  the  passage  which  we  cannot 
pass  without  notice,  and  that  is,  the  total  disregard  of  truth 
which  it  manifests.  K.  Jose's  story  is  evidently  a  barefaced  and 
wilful  lie,  unless  we  say,  that  when  he  went  into  the  ruin  to 
pray,  he  fell  asleep,  and  dreamed  that  he  heard  the  Bath  Kol 
and  had  this  conversation  with  Elijah  ;  but  either  supposition 
will  equally  destroy  the  credit  of  the  Talmud.  If  it  be  a  lie,  it  is 
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one  of  the  most  profane  and  wicked  lies  that  can  be  imagined. 
We  have  here  a  professed  teacher  of  the  law  telling  not  only  a 
falsehood  about  his  intercourse  with  Elijah,  bat  daring  falsely 
to  assert  that  he  heard  the  voice  of  God  mourning  over  the 
ruins  of  the  temple.  The  most  profane  and  wicked  lie  that 
can  be  devised  is  that  which  introduces  God  himself,  and  trifles 
with  the  sacred  character  of  the  Deity.  If  this  story  be  a  lie, 
it  oversets  the  Talmud  and  the  Talmudical  religion  at  once.  A 
religion  built  upon  falsehoods,  must  itself  be  necessarily  false. 
But  if  the  other  supposition  be  adopted,  that  K.  Jose  mistook 
a  dream  for  a  reality,  what  shall  we  say  of  'a  religion  whose 
teachers  tell  their  dreams  as  sacred  truths  ?  And  what  shall 
we  say  of  the  compilers  of  the  Talmud,  who  were  unable  to 
detect  the  folly  and  profanity  of  this  narrative,  and  actually 
inserted  it  in  their  oral  law  as  an  undoubted  fact  ?  This 
supposition  may  save  II.  Jose  from  the  unhappy  character  of  a 
liar,  but  it  will  not  do  much  towards  proving  the  truth  of  the 
oral  law  ;  for  there  it  is  not  given  as  a  dream,  but  as  a  fact. 
R.  Jose  was  silly  enough  to  tell  his  dream  as  a  reality  ;  and 
the  rabbies  to  whom  he  told  it  were  silly  enough  to  believe  ; 
and  the  most  learned  men  of  the  Ilabbinists  at  that  time  were 
silly  enough  to  embody  it  in  their  collection  of  holy  and  un 
doubted  traditions.  We  do  not  mean  to  ascribe  any  peculiar 
degree  of  folly  to  the  rabbies.  Persons  calling  themselves 
Christians  have  been  just  as  foolish,  have  believed  stories  just 
as  absurd,  and  have  handed  them  down  as  religious  truths. 
But  then,  we  do  not  receive  these  legends  as  a  part  and  parcel 
of  our  religion.  We  are  as  free  to  say  of  them,  as  of  the 
Talmudic  fables,  that  they  are  wicked  falsehoods.  But  the 
modern  Jews  tell  us  that  the  Talmud  is  a  divine  book— that  it 
contains  their  religion,  and  that  without  it  Moses  and  the 
Prophets  are  unintelligible  ;  and  therefore  we  point  out  these 
fables  as  plain  proofs  of  the  falsehood  of  such  an  assertion.  We 
wish  to  direct  the  Jewish  attention  to  that  system  which  they 
have  called  their  religion  for  the  last  eighteen  hundred  years, 
and  which  they  have  preferred  to  Christianity.  We  desire  that 
they  should  consider  what  they  have  gained,  by  expelling  the 
family  of  Levi  from  the  teacher's  office  and  choosing  the  rabbies 
as  their  religious  guides.  We  ask  every  Israelite  of  common 
sense,  whether  R.  Jose  and  his  companions  are  trustworthy 
leaders  in  the  way  to  salvation  ;  and  whether  they  are  still 
prepared  to  follow  the  religion  of  a  man  who  can  only  be 
acquitted  of  being  a  liar  oy  admitting  that  he  is  a  dreamer  ? 
Or,  whether  they  still  choose  to  worship  the  Deity  proclaimed 
by  the  rabbies — a  Deity  subject  to  succession  of  time — im 
perfect  in  knowledge  so  as  to  require  daily  study — requiring 
amusement,  and  therefore  playing  for  three  hours  every  day 
with  Leviathan — and  liable  to  disappointment,  so  as  to  be 
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obliged  to  spend  the  night,  in  mourning  over  one  of  his  most 
deliberate  and  solemn  acts  ? 

We  are  sure  that  eveiy  Israelite  would  be  sadly  offended  at 
being  told,  that  he  does  not  worship  the  God  of  his  fathers,  but 
a  strange  god,  invented  by  the  imagination  of  the  rabbies ;  and 
yet,  if  he  worship  the  gocl  of  the  Talmud,  it  is  nothing  but  the 
truth.  The  god  of  the  Talmud  is  certainly  not  the  God  of  the 
Bible.  Israelites  are  often  shocked  at  the  folly  and  wickedness 
of  those  whom  they  see  falling  down  before  stocks  and  stones  ; 
and  yet,  if  they  receive  the  oral  law,  and  believe  in  a  Deity  who 
plays  with  Leviathan,  &c.,  the  object  of  their  worship  is  not 
a  whit  more  rational.  They  are  just  as  guilty  of  idolatry, 
and  the  only  way  in  which  they  can  clear  themselves  from 
the  charge  is,  by  rejecting  the  oral  law,  and  forsaking  that 
superstition  which  the  rabbies  have  palmed  off'  upon  them  as 
the  religion  of  their  fathers.  It  is  a  most  deplorable  and 
melancholy  sight  to  behold  that  nation,  which  once  was  the 
sole  depository  of  truth,  enslaved  by  a  system  so  senseless  ;  but 
it  is  more  melancholy  still  to  think,  that  there  is  not  one  among 
her  sons  who  has  the  moral  courage  to  denounce  its  falsehood, 
and  to  vindicate  the  truth  as  taught  by  Moses.  The  priests, 
the  sons  of  Levi,  were  once  zealous  for  the  honour  of  God,  and 
united  with  Moses  in  destroying  the  golden  calf;  but  where 
are  they  now,  and  where  is  there  zeal  ?  Alas  !  they  too,  are 
found  amongst  the  worshippers  of  the  Talmudical  deity,  and 
uphold  the  system  which  has  expelled  them  from  their  holy 
office. 


No.  XLII. 

TITLE   OF   RABBI. 

THAT  the  people,  at  present  scattered  over  the  whole  world, 
and  known  by  the  name  of  Jews,  are  descendants  of  the 
chosen  people  of  God,  we  freely  admit.  That  the  Old  Testa 
ment  contains  prophecies  of  their  future  return  to  the  God  and 
the  land  of  their  fathers,  and  their  subsequent  happiness  and 
glory,  we  firmly  believe  :  but,  that  the  religion  which  they  at 
present  profess  is  the  religion  of  Moses,  we  confidently  deny. 
Modern  Judaism  has  not  retained  the  doctrines  of  Moses ;  no 
not  even  with  respect  to  the  fundamental  article  of  religion, 
the  nature  of  God.  Our  last  number  showed  how  widely  the 
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rabbles  have  departed  from  the  Scripture  representation  of  the 
divine  character,  and  the  number  preceding  proved  that  the 
Jews  have  not  retained  even  the  outward  form  of  the  Mosaic 
edifice.  Indeed  we  know  not  any  problem  more  difficult  of 
solution  than,  to  assign  a  reason,  why  the  rabbinic  Jews  pro 
fess  any  respect  at  all  for  Moses,  when  they  have  rejected  both 
the  form  and  the  substance  of  his  teaching.  If  they  boldly 
denied  his  authority,  or  asserted  that  the  Mosaic  law  was  long 
since  abrogated,  and  the  rabbinic  precepts  given  in  its  stead, 
we  could,  at  least,  give  them  credit  for  consistency  ;  but  at 
present  we  cannot  possibly  divine  their  motives  for  professing 
attachment  to  the  lawgiver  of  their  forefathers.  Their  conduct 
for  ages  would  appear  to  indicate  a  fixed  determination  to  get 
rid  and  keep  clear  of  every  thing  Mosaic,  and  that  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  having  something  else  ;  for  no  one  can  pre 
tend,  that  the  new  law  and  the  new  teachers,  that  they  have 
chosen,  can  lay  any  claim  to  superior  excellence  or  antiquity. 
Of  the  value  of  the  rabbinic  teaching  we  have  given  many 
proofs  ;  and  now  think  of  examining  a  little  the  novelty  of  the 
rabbinic  order.  It  is  certain  that  the  w^ord,  rabbi,  does  not 
occur  in  the  law  of  Moses  nor  the  prophets  ;  it  is,  therefore. 
clearly  not  Mosaic.  This  one  fact  does  in  itself  go  far  to  shake 
the  authority  of  modern  Judaism  and  the  oral  law.  There  we 
cannot  go  a  step  without  hearing  of  the  rabbies  —  Rabbi  Eli- 
ezer  said  this,  and  Rabbi  Bar  Bar  Chanah  said  that.  The 
whole  oral  law  is  made  up  of  the  sayings  of  the  rabbies,  and 
yet  neither  their  name  nor  their  order  was  so  much  as  known 
to  Moses  our  master.  The  other  favourite  appellation  of  the 
Talmudic  doctors  Q3!"l  Chacham,  or  wise  man,  does  indeed 
occur,  and  it  appears  fiom  the  prophets,  that  there  were  some 
even  in  their  time  who  laid  exclusive  claim  to  that  epithet,  but 
unfortunately  the  prophets  bring  against  them  the  very  same 
charge,  which  we  prefer  against  their  successors,  namely,  that 
they  had  forsaken  the  law  of  Moses  :  — 


ps  13ns  TT  rmm  "nru 

a^an  itt^mn   t  a'naiD  -iptp  tas  ntc^  iptpb  n:n 

:  snb   na  naarn  ID«»  TT  -irm  run  vob^  inn 

"  How  do  ye  say,  We  are  wise  (Chachamim)  and  the  law  of 
the  Lord  is  with  us  ?  Lo,  certainly  in  vain  made  he  it  ;  the 
pen  of  the  scribes  is  in  vain.  The  wise  men  (Chachamim)  are 
ashamed.  They  are  dismayed  and  taken  :  lo,  they  have  re 
jected  the  word  of  the  Lord  ;  and  what  wisdom  is  in  them  ?  " 
(Jer.  viii.  8,  9.)  The  rabbies  will  scarcely  acknowledge  that 
they  have  succeeded  these  persons  in  their  office,  and  yet  if 
they  give  up  such  passages  as  these,  they  must  abdicate  all 
claim  to  antiquity.  Indeed  some  of  them  plainly  acknow- 
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ledge  that  the  rabbles  are  a  new  order  of  men,  and  that  the 
word  rabbi  was  not  heard  of  until  less  than  a  century  before 
the  destruction  of  the  second  temple.  Thus  the  Baal  Aruch 


vn  Kb  -ns»   crb*na  vntp  rraitrw-in  nvrnm 
Kb   mn  Kbi  •a-a  Kbi  p-o  Kb  cmn-ib 
bbn  ^-inu?  bsnar   vns  ^^nb   Kbi  bnn 
vn  n^nam   t  iBtzn  mam  m»N3  sbi  bnna  nby 
KHTS  nby  Kb  i  s^nan  ^an  -IESIP 


sbi 


bs^b^a  pnn  D^w^an  sbs  IT  ib^nnn 


pnv   pii  ^:cy   nNn  pnnn 
^iLoa  Vnnn  ^m  ns 


nmn  tatcBi  np37^  p 

:  ?bnVi  ^SDT  p  pnv  n 

"  The  first  generations,  which  were  very  great,  did  not  re 
quire  the  titles  of  Rabban,  or  Rabbi,  or  Rav,  wherewith  to 
honour  the  wise  men  of  Babylon,  or  the  wise  men  of  the  land 
of  Israel  ;  for  behold  Hillel  went  up  from  Babylon,  but  the 
title  of  Rabbi  is  not  added  to  his  name.  There  were  honour 
able  persons  amongst  the  prophets,  for  it  is  said,  '  Haggai  the 
prophet'  —  'Ezra  did  not  go  up  from  Babylon'  —  and  at  the 
mention  of  their  names  the  title  of  Rabbi  is  not  added  :  neither 
have  we  heard  that  this  was  begun  until  the  princes  Rabban 
Gamaliel  the  elder,  and  Rabban  Simon  his  son,  who  was  killed 
at  the  destruction  of  the  second  temple,  and  Rabban  Johannan 
ben  Zakkai,  who  were  all  princes.  Rabbi  also  began  with 
those  who  were  promoted  at  the  same  time,  Zadok  and  R. 
Eliezer,  the  son  of  Jacob,  and  the  thing  spread  from  the  dis 
ciples  of  Rabban  Johannan  ben  Zakkai  onwards."  (Aruch  in 
^2S.)  We  need  not  wonder,  then,  that  Moses  knows  nothing 
of  rabbies,  for  here  is  a  plain  confession,  that  the  name  was 
never  heard  of  until  a  few  years  before  the  last  dispersion.  It 
may,  however,  be  said,  that  the  office  itself  existed,  though 
the  name  did  not,  and  this  is  in  fact  asserted  by  Rambam, 
when  he  says  :  — 


ns  -p»o^  -iEsat&  Tn  stpim  -JED  iam 
tarn  ntPE  n^apt  D^nrcn  pi 

I:DED  n^apm  ^msi  na'oitf  ^my  nmun 
•TO  ttTN  ^CE  ETS  TOinDn  1N2E31  t  o^nsb 
:  ia^n  na?ia  b^  la^i  n^n  -rri  ri^in>  ba? 

"  Moses  our  master  promoted  Joshua  with  his  hands  ;  for 
it  is  said,  '  and  he  laid  his  hands  upon  him,  and  gave  him  a 
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charge.'  (Numb,  xxvii.  23.)  And  in  like  manner  with  regard 
to  the  seventy  elders,  Moses  our  master  promoted  them,  and 
the  Shechinah  rested  upon  them;  and  these  elders  promote 
others,  and  they  again  others  ;  and  thus  we  have  a  succession 
of  promoted  persons,  until  the  council  of  Joshua,  and  until  the 
council  of  Moses  our  master."  (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  iv.  1.) 
And  so  he  tells  us  that — 


:  ins  ovn  *«  D^tp  -o  "^n  tni 


"  King  David  promoted  thirty  thousand  persons  in  one  day." 
According  to  this  statement,  it  would  appear  that  there  had 
been  always  a  class  of  persons  qualified  to  be  teachers  and 
judges,  and  a  pretty  numerous  class  too,  from  the  time  of 
Moses  ;  but  it  is  very  extraordinary  that  their  office  should 
have  continued  fifteen  hundred  years  without  a  name,  and 
that  the  nation  should  never  have  felt  the  inconvenience,  nor 
remedied  it  until  the  last  few  years  of  their  existence  ;  and  it- 
is  more  extraordinary  still  that  so  large  and  important  a  body 
should  never  once  be  mentioned  in  the  law  or  the  prophets. 
The  land  must  perfectly  have  swarmed  with  them.  Thirty 
thousand  would  have  been  a  large  proportion  to  the  popula 
tion  of  the  land  of  Israel  ;  but  David  made  this  number  in  one 
day;  and  we  cannot  suppose  that  he  exerted  his  right  only 
once  in  his  life,  nor  that  all  the  other  doctors  neglected  the 
duty  of  raising  up  disciples  ;  and  the  oral  law  tells  us  that 
before  the  time  of  Hillel  every  one  thus  promoted  had  the 
right  of  promoting  others  :  — 


bs   mn 

irprim  ]ptn  bbnb  1133  ipbn  :r 
miznn  sbs  -pos 


"  At  first  every  promoted  person  could  promote  his  disciples  ; 
but  the  wise  men  gave  the  honour  to  Hillel  the  elder,  and 
ordained  that  no  man  should  promote  except  by  permission  of 
the  prince  (the  Nasi)."  According  to  this,  the  number  must 
have  been  very  great  ;  and  yet  that  they  should  have  continued 
so  long  without  a  name,  and  without  any  mention  whatever  by 
any  of  the  inspired  writers,  is  perfectly  incredible.  But  there 
are  in  the  account  itself  various  particulars  which  excite 
suspicion.  David's  extensive  work  of  promotion  in  one  day 
entirely  exceeds  the  limits  of  probability,  no  matter  how  the 
promotion  took  place,  whether  by  laying  on  of  hands,  or  by 
command,  or  by  letter  :  for  if  we  grant  that  he  devoted  the 
entire  four-and-twenty  hours  of  that  day  to  the  work,  still,  in 
order  to  make  up  the  number  of  thirty  thousand,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  believe  that  he  promoted  at  the  rate  of  twelve 
hundred  and  fifty  an  hour,  or  twenty  in  every  minute.  One 
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such  notorious  untruth  discredits  the  whole  account  in  which 
it  is  found.  But,  further,  the  admission  that  the  right  of  con 
ferring-  the  dignity  of  doctor  was  taken  from  those  who  had 
possessed  it,  and  restricted  to  those  who  obtained  permission 
from  the  prince,  shows  that  the  ordinance  of  promotion  was 
not  derived  from  Moses,  but  was  an  invention  of  men.  If  it 
had  been  of  Moses,  the  wise  men  could  have  had  no  authority 
to  take  it  away,  neither  is  it  at  all  likely  that  the  numerous 
possessors  of  the  right,  and  least  of  all,  the  disciples  of  Sham- 
mai,  would  have  quietly  resigned  it.  We  must  suppose  either 
that  the  wise  men  altered  an  ordinance  of  Moses,  and  thereby 
committed  a  great  sin,  or  that  the  ordinance  of  promotion  was 
a  mere  human  invention.  By  the  latter  supposition  the  whole 
story  of  the  continued  existence  of  this  class  of  doctors  is  given 
up  ;  and  by  the  former  supposition  the  charge  of  disregard  for 
the  law  of  Moses  is  fixed  upon  the  wise  men,  and  the  value  of 
their  testimony  taken  away.  Lastly,  the  account  of  the  man 
ner  of  promotion  is  at  variance  with  the  above-quoted  assertion 
of  the  Baal  Aruch.  The  oral  law  says  that  the  doctors  were 
promoted  in  the  following  manner  :  — 


ns  ^ED^  sb 
man  -jb  an  -pED  nns  nn  ib  D'HEWI  ^m  ib 

rnosp 


"  They  not  only  laid  their  hands  upon  the  head  of  the  elder, 
but  also  saluted  him  with  the  title,  liabbi,  and  said  to  him, 
Behold  thou  art  promoted,  and  hast  authority  to  judge,  even  in 
cases  of  mulct."  Here  the  conferring  the  title  of  Rabbi  is 
made  an  integral  part  of  the  act  of  promotion,  whereas  the 
Baal  Aruch  says  that  the  title  of  Rabbi  was  not  in  use  until 
after  the  time  of  Hillel.  The  assertion,  therefore,  that  the 
office  of  Rabbi  existed  without  the  name,  even  from  the  time 
of  Moses,  is  not  only  unsupported  bv  any  proof  from  the 
inspired  writings,  but  is  inconsistent  with  other  assertions  of 
the  rabbies  themselves  ;  and  is,  besides,  found  very  close  to  a 
palpable  untruth,  and  is  therefore  unworthy  of  credit.  Thus 
the  antiquity  of  the  rabbinic  office  is  destroyed,  and  appears  to 
be  a  comparatively  new  invention  :  so  that  those  who  profess 
the  religion  of  the  rabbies  cannot  pretend  to  have  the  religion 
of  Moses  or  of  their  forefathers,  but  that  of  a  new  set  of 
teachers,  who  did  not  arise  until  a  very  few  years  before  the 
destruction  of  the  second  temple.  One  of  the  common  ob 
jections  of  modern  Jews  against  Christianity  is,  its  novelty. 
They  say  that  we  have  got  a  new  religion,  whereas  they  have 
the  "ancient  religion  ;  that  we  follow  a  new  teacher,  but  that 
they  follow  Moses.  The  foregoing  examination  shows  how 
little  ground  they  have  for  such  a  boast.  If  novelty  be  a  valid 
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objection,  they  must  confess  that  the  religion  of  the  rabbies  is 
false.  If  the  distance  of  time  that  elapsed  between  Moses  and 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  constitute  a  fair  ground  of  objection,  it  is  as 
valid  against  the  rabbies  as  against  the  Lord  Jesus.  Nay,  if 
supposed  novelty  be  the  reason  why  they  reject  Christianity, 
they  must  now  reject  the  religion  of  the  rabbies,  and  embrace 
that  of  Christ.  We  have  proved  that  the  religion  of  the 
rabbies  is  a  novelty,  and  every  one  knows  that  one  peculiar 
feature  in  the  teaching  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  was,  that  he 
opposed  the  rabbinic  doctrines,  that  is,  he  opposed  novelty: 
this  opposition,  therefore,  is  presumptive  evidence  that  the 
Lord  Jesus  retained  the  ancient  religion,  and  has  on  that  very 
account  a  claim  upon  all  those  who  profess  to  venerate  an 
tiquity.  At  all  events  the  charge  of  novelty  can  be  as  fairly 
urged"  against  Rabbinism  as  against  Christianity,  and  every 
Jew  who  urges  it,  is,  if  he  be  in  earnest  about  truth,  bound  to 
compare  Christianity  with  the  law  and  the  prophets,  in  order 
to  ascertain  whether  it  be  a  new  religion  or  not.  One  thing  is 
certain,  that  the  ordinances  of  no  religion  can  be  farther  from 
the  Mosaic  appointment  than  those  of  Itabbinism.  The  Rab- 
binists  have  rejected  the  religious  teachers  appointed  by  Moses, 
and  have  chosen  others,  who  cannot  pretend  even  to  any  degree 
of  antiquity  ;  and  not  only  so,  but  even  when  the  possibility 
of  having  regularly  appointed  rabbies  ceased,  they  preferred 
those,  who  in  fact  have  no  authority  at  all,  to  those  teachers 
appointed  in  the  law.  The  oral  law  makes  promotion  neces 
sary  to  the  exercise  of  the  rabbinical  office,  and  limits  the 
ceremony  of  promotion  by  two  conditions,  first,  that  it  be 
conferred  with  the  consent  of  the  S^t&a  >  as  we  have  seen 
above,  and,  secondly,  that  it  be  performed  in  the  land  of 
Israel  :  — 

ibstz?  srswi    -\vb  ntnra  c^t    D 


:  ^  DE-ID  r^  Vns 

"  Elders  are  not  promoted  anywhere,  except  in  the  land  of 
Israel  ;  even  although  the  promoters  should  have  been  pro 
moted  there  themselves.  Yea,  though  the  persons  conferring 
the  promotion  be  in  the  land,  if  the  person  to  be  promoted  be 
outside  the  land,  the  promotion  is  not  to  take  place."  Now  it 
is  plain  that  these  conditions  cannot  be  fulfilled.  The  great 
majority  of  the  present  rabbies  have  never  been  in  the  land 
of  Israel  ;  and  even  if  they  had  been,  there  has  not  been  a 
S"tt7U  prince  for  many  a  century.  For  centuries,  therefore, 
there  has  not  been  a  rabbi  promoted  to  the  office  as  the  oral 
law  requires  ;  and  yet  the  Jews,  rather  than  have  the  priests, 
the  sons  of  Levi,  still  keep  up  the  shadow  of  the  rabbinical 
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office.     A  more  determined  opposition  to  the  institutions  of 
Moses  cannot  be  imagined.     First,  the  Jewish  people  rejected 
the  ordinance  of  Moses,  and  devised  an  order  of  teachers  of 
their  own,  limited  by  certain  conditions.     Then  God,  in  great 
mercy,  made  the  fulfilment  of  those  conditions  impossible.    He 
took  away  the  prince,  he  drove  them  out  of  the  land  of  Israel, 
to  give  them,  as  it  were,  an  opportunity,  yea,  to  compel  them 
to  return  to  his  own  appointment :  but  in  vain.     Although  the 
Jews  cannot  fulfil  the  conditions  of  their  own  devising,  and 
could  fulfil  God's  appointment,  they  refuse  the  latter,  and  have 
invented  something  newer  still,  and  that  is,  an  order  of  re 
ligious  teachers,  who  have  not  even  the  qualifications  required 
by  the  oral  law.     Truly  this  is  to  transgress,  for  the  mere  sake 
of  transgressing.     How,  then,  can  the  Jews  pretend  to  be  dis 
ciples  of  Moses,  or  assert  that  the  Mosaic  law  is  unchangeable  ? 
Now,  for  near  two  thousand  years   they  have  lived    in  dis 
obedience  to  one  of  Moses'  simplest  commandments,  and  have 
changed  one  of  the   essential  institutions  of  the  law.     The 
most  superficial  reader  of  the  writings  of  Moses  must  see,  that 
a  charge  of  prime  importance  was  assigned  to  the  family  of 
Levi,  not  only  as  respected  the  ministration  in  the  temple,  but 
also  with  regard  to  the  instruction  of  the  people.     God  in  His 
providence  has  deprived  them  of  the  former.     The  Jews  them 
selves,  by  rejecting  the  commands  of  Moses,  have  taken  away 
the  latter  office,  and  thus  have  destroyed  not  only  the  interior, 
but  actually  demolished  the  external  form  of  the  Mosaic  edifice. 
It  is,  therefore,  as  we  have  said,  a  most  difficult  problem  to 
account  for  the  profession  which  modern  Jews  make  of  zeal  for 
the  law  of  Moses,  and  one  which  well  deserves  the  considera 
tion  of  the  Jews  themselves.     Why  should  they  profess  to  be 
disciples  of  Moses,  when  they  openly  trample  upon  his  com 
mands,  and  reject  both  the  substance  and  the  form  of  his 
religion  ?     If  they  really  believe  that  obedience  to  the  law  of 
Moses  is  necessarv  to  salvation,  they  ought  instantly  to  rein 
state  the  family  o£'  Levi  in  their  office.     But  if  they  prefer  the 
new  religion  of  the  rabbies  to  the  old  religion  of  Moses,  then 
they. ought  honestly  to  say  so;  and  not  go  on  halting  between 
two  opinions.     And  they  ought  to  do  this,  not  merely  to  avoid 
the  charge  of  inconsistency  before  men,  but  to  satisfy  their 
own  consciences  before  GocL.     How  can  any  man  reasonably 
hope  to  be  saved  by  a  religion  whose  commands  he  constantly 
transgresses,  and  never  intends  to  obey  ?     And  yet   this   is 
exactly  the  case  with  the  Rabbinists  with  regard  to  the  law 
of  Moses.     There  have  been  attempts  at  reform  amongst  the 
Jews,  but  we  have  never  heard  of  any  who  intended  to  restore 
the  family  of  Levi  to  their  office ;  and  yet,  without  this,  there 
is  no  return  to  the  Mosaic  institutions. 

A  disciple  of  the  rabbies  may  perhaps  think,  that  he  can 
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retort  this  argument  upon  the  Christians,  and  say  that  Jesus  of 
Nazareth  was  not  of  the  tribe  of  Lcvi.  Certainly  he  was  not ; 
but  as  the  Messiah,  the  prophets  foretold  that  he  was  to  be 
of  the  tribe  of  Judah:  and  as  the  Messiah,  promised  and 
appointed  of  God,  he  has  a  right  to  the  obedience  of  all,  both 
Jew  and  Gentile.  If  he  had  been  only  an  ordinary  prophet, 
he  would  have  had  a  divine  right  to  teach  the  people  and  to 
require  their  obedience ;  for,  besides  the  priests,  God  also 
appointed  prophets,  but  to  the  prophetic  office  the  rabbies  do 
not  lay  claim.  The  Lord  Jesus,  on  the  contrary,  claimed  not 
only  the  prophetic  character,  but  asserted  that  he  was  the 
Messiah,  and  proved  the  truth  of  his  claims  by  exhibiting 
miraculous  powers,  and  especially  by  his  resurrection  from  the 
dead.  As  a  prophet,  therefore,  and  above  all,  as  the  Messiah, 
his  teaching  in  no  wise  interfered  with  the  office  of  the  priests : 
and  his  conduct,  as  recorded  in  the  New  Testament,  shows 
that,  though  in  determined  and  constant  opposition  to  the 
'Pharisees,  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law,  he  never  lifted  up 
his  voice  against  the  office  of  the  priesthood.  On  the  contrary, 
when  occasion  offered,  he  showed  a  scrupulous  regard  for  the 
commandments  of  Moses  respecting  the  priests ;  as  for  instance 
when  he  healed  the  leper,  he  "  said  unto  him,  See  thou  tell  no 
man ;  but  go  thy  way,  show  thyself  to  the  priests,  and  offer 
the  gift  that  Moses  commanded,  for  a  testimony  unto  them." 
(Matt.  viii.  4.)  And  this  conduct  is  perfectly  conformable  to 
one  professed  object  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  which  was  to  vindicate 
the  authority  of  the  law  against  the  unauthorized  additions  of 
men.  He  professed  himself  the  defender  of  the  Mosaic  law, 
and  opposed  the  whole  system  of  the  1'tabbinists,  on  the  profes 
sed  ground  that  they  made  it  void  by  their  traditions.  The 
objections,  therefore,  which  we  have  brought  against  the  oral 
law,  as  overturning  the  institutions  of  Moses,  cannot  be  ap- 

S'ied  to  the  doctrines  or  conduct  of  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ, 
e  never  opposed  the  priests,  never  interfered  with  their 
office,  never  diminished  aught  from  their  authority.  In  these 
most  important  respects,  the  doctrine  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
is  necessarily  more  agreeable  to  the  law  of  Moses  than  the 
traditions  of  the  Pharisees,  who  have  forcibly  altered  that 
great  institution  of  Moses,  the  Levitic  priesthood,  and  have 
themselves  usurped  the  office  and  the  rights  of  the  priests. 
Modern  Judaism  is  directly  in  opposition  to  the  Mosaic  law, 
and  has  at  present  no  excuse  for  its  opposition.  The  Jews  of 
the  dispersion  cannot  possibly  keep  its  requirements  concern 
ing  the  promotion  of  rabbies  ;  their  adherence,  therefore,  to 
that  system  has  now  the  appearance  o"f  mere  gratuitous  and 
wilful  hatred  to  the  law  of  Moses.  They  profess  to  know  the 
family  of  the  priests,  and  could  therefore  restore  them  to  their 
office,  if  they  pleased.  What  is  there  to  prevent  them? 
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Nothing  but  the  want  of  love  for  Moses  and  his  institutions. 
We  are  convinced  that  many  of  the  Jews  have  never  considered 
this  matter,  or  they  would  not  act  as  they  do.  The  habits  of 
thought  induced  by  early  education,  the  customs  of  their  na 
tion  for  two  thousand  years,  have  drawn  a  sort  of  veil  over 
their  understandings,  so  that  they  have  not  been  able  to  see 
the  palpable  inconsistency  of  professing  a  zeal  for  Moses,  whilst 
they  do  homage  to  principles  which  cut  up  his  institutions  by 
the  roots.  Until  the  priests  be  reinstated  in  their  functions 
and  their  rights,  as  the  divinely  appointed  teachers  of  religion, 
the  Jews  can  have  no  ground  whatever  to  pretend  that  they 
are  disciples  of  Moses.  They  are,  at  present,  nothing  but 
partisans  of  the  sect  of  the  Rabbinists.  And  if  they  choose  to 
persevere  in  their  attachment  to  this  sect,  they  are  bound,  as 
honest  men,  to  renounce  all  profession  of  regard  for  the  law  of 
Moses. 
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IT  is  certain  that  the  Jews  cannot  appeal  to  the  law  of 
the  prophets  to  defend  their  rejection  of  the  old  religion  of 
Moses,  and  their  preference  for  the  new  religion  of  the 
rabbles.  Neither  Moses  nor  the  prophets  knew  anything 
about  the  rabbies.  They  are  quite  a  new  order  of  men, 
never  heard  of  until  the  Jewish  polity  was  tottering  to  its 
destruction.  There  is,  however,  another  argument  to  •which 
they  might  appeal,  in  order  to  justify  the  reception  of  new 
religious  teachers,  and  that  is,  the  existence  of  the  Sanhe- 
drin.  It  may  be  said,  that  when  the  rabbies  arose  and 
taught,  both  they  and  their  doctrines  were  approved  by 
this  great  council,  and  that  this  approval  is  sufficient  to 
establish  the  justice  of  their  claims,  and  the  truth  of  what 
they  taught.  Indeed,  the  rabbinists  do  actually  look  upon 
the  Sanhedrin  as  the  great  foundation  on  which  the  oral 
law  rests  : — 

min  ip^  en  D^an-pna?  bi-un  7^1  rvn 
SV   toBt&Bi  pin  cn^i  ns-nnn  'niDy  cm 
rrnnn  *»D  bs  -IDHSE?  rmn  nmtann  Tpbsn  r 
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^  na?s  ni2»  it  -p-iv» 
rnn   ntz?37»  -paob  n^ 


"  The  Great  Council  in  Jerusalem  is  the  foundation-stone 
of  the  oral  law,  and  the  pillars  of  the  doctrine  :  and  from 
them  the  statute  and  the  judgment  goes  forth  to  all  Israel. 
They  have  the  warrant  of  the  law,  for  it  is  said,  '  According 
to  the  sentence  of  the  law  which  they  shall  teach  thee,'  6cc. 
(Deut.  xvii.  11);  which  is  an  affirmative  precept,  and  every 
one  who  believes  in  Moses  our  master,  and  in  his  law,  is 
bound  to  rest  the  practice  of  the  law  on  them,  and  to  lean 
on  them."  (Hilchoth  Mamrim,  c.  i.  1.)  Here  the  indis 
pensable  duty  of  every  Israelite  to  follow  the  decisions  of 
the  Sanhedrin  is  plainly  asserted  :  it  becomes,  then,  abso 
lutely  necessary  for  us  to  examine  into  the  nature  of  the 
foundation  on  which  claims  so  unlimited  are  based.  One 
would  suppose  that,  at  the  very  least,  the  Sanhedrin  was 
infallible,  and  could  never  say  or  do  anything  wrong  ;  for 
if  this  council  was  liable  to  error,  and  yet  undeviating 
obedience  to  its  decisions  required,  whenever  they  went 
wrong,  all  Israel  must  have  gone  wrong  also.  But  yet, 
strange  to  say,  the  infallibility  of  the  Sanhedrin  is  not  only 
not  asserted,  but  plainly  denied  —  yea,  the  possibility  of  error 
unequivocally  intimated,  and  even  provided  for  :  — 

na  ^GD  rvnnn  p  nnsn  ittrnu?  bna  T"T  rpn 
cm-ins  "rain  i  TH  1211  -p  ]nn^  cma"3n  ns-iatz? 
TO  ^DS  ITI  "imo  HT  ^nn  ims  -iinob  ins  "pi 


mm  n^s  tssi^n  bs  nasaa?  t 


n^n  nns  sbtf  n^bb  n^n  ^3^s  nnn 
napn  lapn  is  mn  ^KW  ^i  n^ 
nns  T2  cnnns  1x2371  i  S«nttr  b^n  imn 
napnn  nnis  -npfcbfl  c^ai^sin  c^n^-r  b^nb 

ana^n  imsi  nnran  nmsi 
^^na  c-av^s-in        biia 


"  "V\Tien  a  great  council  has  decided  by  one  of  the  rules, 
and  according  to  the  best  of  their  judgment,  that  the  judg 
ment  is  so  and  so,  and  has  passed  sentence  ;  if  there  arise 
after  them  another  council  of  a  contrary  opinion,  the  latter 
may  reverse  the  sentence,  and  pass  another  according  to  the 
best  of  their  judgment,  for  it  is  said,  '  Unto  the  judge  that 
shall  be  in  those  days  '  (Deut.  xvii.  9)  ;  thou  art,  therefore, 
not  bound  to  follow  any  other  but  the  existing  council. 
But  if  a  council  decree  a  decree,  or  ordain  an  ordinance,  or 
sanction  a  custom,  and  the  tiling  has  spread  in  all  Israel; 
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and  there  arise  after  them  another  council,  which  wishes  to 
abrogate  the  former  things,  and  to  root  out  that  ordinance, 
decree,  or  custom,  it  is  not  permitted,  unless  they  excel  the 
former  in  wisdom  and  in  number."  (Ibid.  c.  ii.  1,  2.)  Ac 
cording  to  this  doctrine  the  Sanhedrin  in  one  generation 
may  teach  one  doctrine,  and  in  the  next  generation  another 
Sanhedrin  may  abrogate  all  the  legislative  acts  of  the  former, 
and  teach  another  doctrine,  and  yet,  though  one  of  the  two 
must  necessarily  be  in  the  wrong,  Israel  is  bound  to  obey 
both  ;  and  thus  the  law  is  made  to  sanction  disobedience  to 
itself.  Nay,  more,  the  will  of  God  is  made  actually  to  de 
pend  upon  the  wit  and  the  will  of  man.  Instead  of  being 
eternal  and  unchangeable  truth,  it  must  vary  with  each 
succeeding  generation,  so  that  what  was  truth  to  a  father, 
might  be  falsehood  to  his  son  ;  and  every  new  Sanhedrin 
would,  in  fact,  have  the  power  to  make  a  new  law.  How, 
then,  can  the  Jews  pretend  that  the  Mosaic  law  is  unchange 
able  ?  Here  it  is  asserted,  that  the  Jews  are  to  receive,  as 
the  law  of  Moses,  whatever  the  Sanhedrin  may  think  right 
to  teach — and  that  every  new  Sanhedrin  may  overturn  the 
doctrines  of  their  predecessors,  and  teach  the  very  opposite  ; 
so  that  instead  of  being  eternal,  the  law  would  be  one  ol 
the  most  changeable  things  in  the  world,  and  might  never 
last  the  same  for  even  two  generations.  But  how  can  any 
man  possibly  believe,  that  a  command  so  preposterous  should 
come  from  God,  or  that  he  would  deliver  over  his  people 
Israel,  bound  hand  and  foot,  into  the  power  of  seventy- 
one  persons,  and  require  unconditional  obedience,  no  matter 
whether  these  persons  were  in  the  right  or  in  the  wrong  ? 
Pretensions  so  extravagant  justly  excite  suspicion,  and  entirely 
destroy  the  credit  of  those  that  make  them.  They  betray  an 
inordinate  lust  of  power,  and  savour  far  more  strongly  of 
ambition  than  piety.  It  was  no  doubt  very  convenient 
for  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin  to  be  able  to  reverse  the 
decisions  of  their  predecessors.  On  these  terms,  the  law  could 
never  stand  in  the  way  of  their  own  schemes.  No  matter  how 
it  had  been  explained  or  understood  before,  they  had  the 
power  of  giving  a  new  interpretation  to  suit  their  own 
purpose.  It  is  truly  wonderful  how  the  Jews  can  suffer  them 
selves  to  be  deluded  by  an  imposture  so  exceedingly  coarse. 
A  child  ought  to  be  able  to  see,  that  God  could  never  require  a 
man  to  renounce  his  understanding,  and  to  receive  two  direct 
contradictions  as  true. 

The  manifest  absurdity  of  this  doctrine  is  sufficient  to  prove 
that  the  passage  cited  from  Deut.  xvii.  is  misinterpreted  and 
misapplied ;  and  a  little  consideration  will  show  that  it  does  not 
refer  to  the  Sanhedrin  at  all.  In  the  first  place  there  is  no 
mention  of  that  council,  nor  any  thing  that  even  implies  a  re- 
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ference  to  such  a  body.  The  command  of  God  is,  "  Thou  shalt 
come  unto  the  priests,  the  Let'ites,  and  unto  the  judge  that  shall 
be  in  those  days,  and  inquire."  It  is  not  said  to  the  judges, 
but  to  the  judge  t^lt^n  •  To  these,  and  not  to  the  Sanhcdvin, 
Moses  requires  absolute  obedience,  and  that  for  a  just  and  suffi 
cient  reason,  because,  as  we  have  shown  in  Number  2,  they  had 
the  means  of  obtaining  an  infallible  answer  by  means  of  the 
D^Dirn  D'HIW  Urim  and  Thummim.  It  was  the  privilege  of 
Israel  to  be  able  to  ask  counsel  immediately  of  God ;  and  it  was 
therefore  only  rational  to  expect  unconditional  obedience  to 
the  command  of  the  Almighty.  Such  decisions  were  absolutely 
unchangeable  as  God  himself,  for  "  He  is  not  a  man  that  he 
should  lie,  nor  the  son  of  man  that  He  should  repent ; "  and  no 
man  in  his  senses  would  have  thought  of  getting  a  sentence  of 
this  kind  reversed.  These  words  can  therefore  by  no  means 
apply  to  a  tribunal  fallible  in  judgment,  and  as  changeable  in 
its  opinions  as  in  the  persons  of  which  it  was  composed :  but  if 
this  passage  does  not  apply,  there  is  no  other  in  the  Bible  which 
requires  us  to  receive  the  decision  of  the  Sanhedrin  as  of  divine 
authority,  nor  in  the  oral  law  either,  for  it  supposes  that  this 
council  was  capable  of  mistake.  Consequently,  the  Sanhedrin's 
approval  of  the  new  order  and  new  religion  of  the  rabbies  is  of 
no  weight  whatever.  The  Bible  does  not  command  us  to  be 
lieve  that  they  were  always  in  the  right ;  and  they  themselves 
tell  us  that  they  might  be  in  the  wrong,  and  therefore  might 
be  in  the  wrong  in  their  approval  of  the  rabbies. 

But  the  truth  is,  that  neither  the  Bible  nor  history  gives  us 
any  warrant  whatever  for  regarding  the  Sanhedrin  as  a  Mosaic 
institution.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  never  once  mentioned  either 
in  the  Law  or  in  the  Prophets.  The  word  Sanhedrin  is  Greek, 
and  so  far  as  it  goes  would  lead  us  to  suppose  that  this  tribunal 
was  not  instituted  until  some  time  after  the  building  of  the 
second  temple,  and  after  the  Greek  occupation  of  the  land, 
when  the  Jews  had  become  acquainted  with  the  Greek  language. 
This  Greek  word  would  lead  us  even  to  suppose  that  the  San 
hedrin  was  instituted  by  the  Greek  rulers,  and  that  they  gave 
the  tribunal  its  name.  If  it  had  been  an  old  Mosaic  institution, 
the  Jews  themselves,  who  hated  the  Greeks,  and  that  with  good 
reason,  would  never  have  given  it  a  Greek  name :  and  even  if 
the  Greeks  had  assigned  this  name  to  a  Jewish  tribunal,  which 
had  previously  existed,  the  Jews  would  not  have  adopted  it. 
It  is  true  that  there  is  also  a  Hebrew  name  for  this  tribunal, 
bmn  jv-f  rrn ,  "  The  great  house  of  judgment,"  but  if  this 
had  been  the  original  name,  it  is  not  at  all  likely  that  the  Greek 
name  would  have  supplanted  it ;  whereas  if  it  was  a  Greek  insti 
tution,  and  therefore  had  a  Greek  name,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered 
;i »  tiiut  tiiat  name  should  have  obtained  general  currency,  or 
that  it  should  also  be  translated  into  Hebrew.  The  Hebrew 
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name  will  not  do  more  than  the  Greek  to  prove  the  antiquity 
of  the  tribunal,  for  it  never  once  occurs  in  the  Bible,  and  it 
would  be  very  strange,  if  this  council  had  existed  from  the  time 
of  Moses,  that  it  should  never  once  be  mentioned.  The  High 
Court  of  Parliament  does  not  hold  a  more  important  place  in 
the  history  of  this  country,  than  the  Sanhedrin  must  have  done 
in  the  history  of  Israel,  if  it  had  really  existed  :  how  then  are 
we  to  account  for  the  fact,  that  neither  the  historians  nor  the 
prophets  of  Israel  ever  make  the  most  distant  allusion  to  its 
being  ?  If  the  rabbies  speak  truth,  the  prophets,  the  high  priests, 
and  the  kings  of  Israel,  were  mere  ciphers  compared  with  the 
Sanhedrin,  for  it  had  supreme  power  over  them  all,  and  could 
try,  condemn,  and  execute  them,  and  yet  they  are  mentioned 
again  and  again,  and  the  Sanhedrin  passed  by  in  mysterious 
jlence  !  There  are  two  books  of  Kings,  and  two  of  Chronicles, 
relating  the  history  of  the  lloyal  rulers  of  Israel,  but  the  Su 
preme  Council  of  the  nation,  the  rulers  of  kings  and  priests,  the 
foundation-stone  of  the  law,  the  pillar  of  religion,  have  never 
obtained  even  a  casual  notice  !  Is  this  at  all  probable  ?  Would 
it  be  possible  to  write  a  history  of  the  British  Constitution 
without  ever  once  mentioning  the  existence  of  the  Parliament? 
And  yet  this  is  what  has  happened,  according  to  the  rabbies, 
to  the  essential  feature  of  the  Constitution  of  Israel.  Neither 
the  lawgiver,  nor  the  historians,  nor  the  prophets,  have  said 
one  word  about  it. 

The  rabbies  have  felt  the  necessity  of  finding  something  or 
other  in  the  written  law,  that  would  look  like  the  recognition 
of  the  Sanhedrin,  and  have  therefore  fixed  on  two  passages 
which  they  think  will  serve  their  cause.  One  is  that  to  which 
we  have  already  alluded,  "  Thou  shalt  come  unto  the  priests  the 
Levites,  and  unto  the  judge  that  shall  be  in  those  days."  (Deut. 
xvii.  9.)  We  have  already  said  sufficient  to  show  that  this 
passage  is  totally  irrelevant,  and  now  add  one  remark  more, 
which  is  in  itself  decisive,  and  that  is,  that  the  constitution  of 
the  Sanhedrin,  as  described  in  the  oral  law,  is  altogether  at 
variance  with  the  conditions  laid  down  in  this  passage.  The 
oral  law  says  — 


nbi-r:!  'p-nrran  nvnb  ms 
sb  DSI  zribn  D'oron  bs 


nr  ^nn  D^snar  nbiD  vn 


"  The  command  is,  that  there  should  be  in  the  great  Sanhedrin, 
priests  and  Levites,  for  it  is  said,  ;  Thou  shalt  come  to  the  priests, 
the  Levites.'  But  if  they  find  none,  yea,  though  they  be  all 
mere  Israelites,  this  is  lawful."  (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c.  ii.  2.) 
According  to  this  the  Sanhedrin  was  to  consist  of  three  distinct 
classes,  priests,  Levites,  and  Israelites  ;  but  Moses  does  not  say 
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one  word  of  the  Levites,  as  distinguished  from  the  priests.  His 
words  are,  "  Thou  shalt  come  to  the  priests,  the  Levites."  He 
does  not  say,  "  The  priests  and  the  Levites  ;"  but  simply,  "  The 
priests,  the  Levites  ;  "  from  which  it  is  plain  that  he  was  speak 
ing  only  of  that  one  class  of  the  sons  of  Levi,  who  had  the  office 
of  the  priesthood  ;  but  not  of  that  other  class,  whose  only  title 
was  "  The  Levites."  This  is  the  first  difference.  The  second 
is  like  it,  inasmuch  as  it  is  also  an  unauthorized  addition,  and 
that  is,  that  there  should  be  Israelites  members  of  this  council, 
of  whom  Moses  docs  not  say  one  word  more  than  he  docs  of 
the  Levites.  Besides  the  priests,  Moses  mentions  none  but  the 
judge  tD^l^n  ,  not  the  judges,  so  that  if  the  judge  was  an  Is 
raelite,  there  could  at  the  very  most  be  only  one  Israelite  amongst 
those  whom  Moses  appoints  as  the  highest  court  of  appeal  in 
Israel.  But  if  the  judge  ftsitpn  was  himself  a  priest,  then 
there  was  not  even  one  Israelite  ;  but  the  court  was  composed 
exclusively  of  priests.  This  court  cannot,  therefore,  be  the  same 
as  the  Sanhedrin,  which  was  to  be  composed  of  all  the  three 
classes.  Thirdly,  the  oral  law  says,  That  though  the  Sanhedrin 
should  not  reckon  one  priest  amongst  its  members,  but  should 
consist  entirely  of  Israelites,  that  still  it  is  lawful  ;  this  court  can, 
therefore,  never  be  the  same  as  that  of  \vhich  Moses  says,  "Thou 
shalt  come  to  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and  to  the  judge."  The 
court  which  the  rabbies  have  appointed  might  not  have  even 
one  priest,  and  yet  they  ask  us  to  believe  that  this  is  identical 
with  that,  which,  according  to  the  appointment  of  Moses,  could 
never  have  more  than  one  Israelite,  but  might,  and  in  the  days 
of  Eli  actually  did,  consist  exclusively  of  priests.  Truly  the 
rabbies  must  'have  calculated  upon  disciples  with  a  most  inor 
dinate  measure  of  credulity.  The  man  that  would  believe  this, 
would  believe  that  black  is  white  ;  or  as  Rashi  says,  that  his 
right  hand  is  the  left,  and  his  left  hand  the  right.  And  this-  is 
really  what  modern  Judaism  expects,  and  absolutely  commands 
in  so  many  words.  In  Rashi's  commentary  on  the  words  "Thou 
thalt  not  decline  from  the  sentence  which  they  shall  show  thee, 
to  the  right  nor  to  the  left"  (Deut.  xvii.  11);  which  words,  as 
we  have  seen,  the  rabbies  apply  to  the  Sanhedrin,  he  says  — 

bsn  bsaip  sin^  "^  by  ~ 


"  Yea,  though  they  should  tell  thee  of  the  right  hand,  that 
it  is  the  left,  and  of  the  left  hand,  that  it  is  the  right."  Of 
course  men  that  expected  from  their  followers  this  perfect  re 
nunciation  of  reason,  might  say  any  thing  they  liked,  and 
might  therefore  ask  them  to  believe  that  a  court  consisting 
of  all  priests  was  identical  with  one  from  which  priests  were 
altogether  excluded.  But  as  we  are  not  willing  to  give  up 
that  reason,  which  we  consider  a  noble  gift  of  God,  we  cannot 
Q  2 
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help  thinking  that  these  two  courts  are  as  different  as  day  and 
night,  and  that  the  appointment  of  Moses  does  not  in  the 
remotest  degree  serve  as  a  warrant  for  the  appointment  of 
the  Sanhedrin.  Indeed,  the  sad  perplexity  of  the  rahbies  to 
find  out  some  passage  or  other  on  which  to  father  their  own 
inventions,  and  the  desperate  necessity  which  they  felt  of 
appealing  to  this  passage,  proves  to  us  most  satisfactorily, 
that  the  Sanhedrin  is  not  a  Mosaic  institution  at  all.  It  is 
as  impossible  that  there  could  be  two  supreme  courts,  as  that 
a  man  can  have  two  heads.  Moses  did  appoint  a  supreme 
court,  from  which  there  was  no  appeal,  as  is  plain  from  the 
words,  "  Thou  shalt  come  to  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and  to 
the  judge,"  and  we  have  proved  that  this  court  is  not  identical 
with  the  Sanhedrin.  But  according  to  the  rabbics,  the  San 
hedrin  was  a  supreme  court ;  if,  therefore,  it  had  existed, 
there  would  have  been  two  supreme  courts,  perfectly  inde- 
pendant  of  each  other,  which  is  plainly  impossible.  It  never 
entered  into  the  head  even  of  human  lawgivers  to  be  guilty  of 
such  absurdity,  and  it  would  be  an  affront  to  the  wisdom  of 
the  Almighty  to  suppose  that  he  had  sanctioned  it  in  his  own 
law.  This  one  argument  is  in  itself  sufficient  to  overthrow  the 
doctrine  of  a  Sauhedrin  as  taught  in  the  oral  law.  It  was  not 
only  unknown  to  Moses,  but  is  directly  opposed  to  his  own 
institution. 

This  portion  of  the  oral  law  is,  however,  most  important  for 
proving  the  total  disregard,  or  rather  contempt,  which  the 
rabbies  had  for  the  institutions  of  Moses,  and  the  motives  by 
which  they  were  actuated.  Moses  ordained  a  supreme  court 
of  judicature,  to  consist  exclusively  of  priests,  together  with 
the  chief  civil  governor  for  the  time  being.  The  rabbies  not 
only  did  not  choose  to  obey  the  command  of  Moses,  but  actu 
ally  abrogated  his  institution,  and  set  up  another  instead  of  it. 
They  were  probably  enabled  to  do  this  in  the  time  of  confusion 
which  followed  the  Greek  conquest.  The  Greeks,  who  cared 
nothing  for  Moses  or  his  laws,  naturally  disregarded  the 
priests  and  the  lawful  civil  governor  ;  and  therefore  when 
they  conquered  the  land,  sat  up  a  tribunal  of  their  own,  com 
posed  not  of  those  whom  Moses  had  appointed,  but  of  any 
whom  they  could  find.  Indeed,  to  secure  their  own  dominion, 
their  natural  policy  was  to  exclude  those  who  had  previously 
held  the  reins  of  government.  To  this  new  tribunal  they 
of  course  gave  a  Greek  name,  and  called  it  in  their  own  lan 
guage,  ffvvfdpiov,  or,  as  the  Talmud  pronounces  it,  Sanhedrin. 
The°Jews,  whom  they  appointed  nfembers,  liked  the  power 
which  it  gave  them,  and  therefore,  when  the  Greeks  were 
gone,  endeavoured  to  perpetuate  it;  and  as  they  could  not 
find  a  warrant  for  it  in  the  written  law,  declared  that  the 
institution  was  a  part  of  the  oral  law  :  and  thus,  to  gratify 
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their  own  ambition,  trampled  upon  the  law  of  Moses.  T  his  is 
the  probable  history  of  the  rise  of  the  Sanhedrin  ;  but  however 
that  be,  it  is  certain  that  it  is  directly  opposed  to  that  supreme 
court  appointed  by  Moses,  and  that  it  was  love  of  power  which 
induced  the  rabbies  to  sanction  it.  They  thereby  depressed  the 
authority  of  the  priests  and  the  civil  governor,  and  in  fact 
became  the  dictators  of  the  Jewish  commonwealth.  A  tribunal 
supported  from  such  motives,  and  so  directly  subversive  of  the 
commands  of  Moses,  cannot  prove  to  any  lover  of  the  old  re 
ligion  the  authority  of  the  rabbies.  Indeed,  the  approval  of 
such  a  body  would  go  far  to  prove  that  the  oral  law  and  the 
rabbies  were  Moses's  enemies.  The  Mosaic  law  was  first  pulled 
down  before  the  Sanhedrin  could  be  built  up,  and  it  was 
founded  on  the  ruins  of  the  Mosaic  institutions. 

We  have  not  space  at  present  to  enter  into  the  other  passage 
which  the  rabbies  cite  in  proof  of  the  authority  of  the  Sanhed- 
riu,  but  hope  to  do  so  in  our  next  number — not  that  it  is  neces 
sary  to  the  argument,  but  simply  because  it  is  our  earnest  wish 
that  the  people  of  Israel  should  see  how  the  rabbies  are  in 
difficulty  to  find  even  a  semblance  of  proof  for  the  foundation- 
stone  of  their  whole  fabric.  That  one  passage  from  Deuter 
onomy — "  Thou  shalt  come  unto  the  priests,  the  Levites,  and 
unto  the  judge,"  is  quite  sufficient  to  prove  that  Moses  did 
not  institute  the  Sanhedrin^but  that,  on  the  contrary,  it  must 
have  been  established  by  some  determined  enemies  of  the 
Mosaic  law  ;  and  that  it  was  perpetuated  by  those  whose  am 
bition  led  them  to  usurp  power,  which  Moses  had  committed 
unto  others.  We  have  thus  another  proof  that  modern  Juda 
ism  has  demolished  even  the  external  form  of  the  Mosaio 
constitution.  The  rabbies  were  not  content  with  rejecting  the 
religion  of  Moses,  and  casting  out  the  religious  teachers  whom 
he  had  appointed,  but  have  also  revolutionized  the  national 
polity.  Moses  ordained  a  supreme  council,  consisting  of  the 
priests,  the  Levites,  together  with  the  judge,  the  chief  civil 
governor ;  but  the  rabbies  have  preferred  a  tribunal  estab 
lished  by  idolatrous  Greeks,  because  this  Greek  institution 
gave  the  power  into  their  own  hands.  No  wonder  that  the 
God  of  Moses  destroyed  their  city,  and  put  an  end  to  that  de 
lusion  with  which  ambitious  and  wicked  men  deceived  his 
people  Israel. 
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THE  Sanhedrin  is,  as  we  said  in  our  last  number,  the  founda 
tion-stone  on  which,  the  authority  of  the  rabbies,  and  the  whole 
fabric  of  tradition  rests.  Take  away  this,  and  not  the  shadow 
of  an  argument  remains  to  justify  the  Jews  in  their  rejection 
of  the  Mosaic  religion,  and  their  demolition  of  the  Mosaic 
constitution.  But  this  we  have  done.  Enough  has  already 
been  said  to  make  it  probable  that  the  Sanhedrin,  with  its 
Greek  name,  was  invented  and  established  by  the  idolatrous 
Greeks  ;  and  to  make  it  certain  that  it  is  subversive  of  the 
Supreme  Council  established  by  Moses,  and  that,  for  that 
reason,  it  was  not  one  of  his  institutions.  We  have  already 
disposed  of  one  of  the  passages  which  the  rabbies  quote  from 
the  Pentateuch,  to  prove  the  Divine  authority  of  the  Sanhe 
drin  ;  but,  as  they  have,  with  much  difficulty,  found  two,  we 
now  proceed  to  consider  the  second.  It  is  quoted  in  the 
following  manner  :  — 


rrrp  nEOi     s-itrro  vrr  "pimp  ^n  va 
sim  t  anpan  b*nnn  TH  rra  rnnra 


EH?  •ns 

"  How  many  councils  (or  tribunals)  ought  to  be  established 
in  Israel,  and  of  how  many  members  ought  they  to  consist  ? 
Ans.  The  Great  Council  in  the  temple  called  the  Great  Sanhe 
drin,  ought  to  be  established  first,  and  the  number  of  its 
members  ought  to  be  seventy-one  ;  for  it  is  said,  '  Gather  unto 
me  seventy  men  of  the  elders  of  Israel  ;'  and  to  them  Moses  is 
to  be  added,  and  as  it  is  said,  '  And  they  shall  stand  there  with 
thee.'  (Numb.  xi.  16.)  This  makes  seventy-one."  (Hilchoth 
Sanhedrin,  c.  i.  2.)  Here  the  rabbies  have  certainly  found  the 
number  seventy-one  ;  but  to  prove  that  this  was  the  Sanhediin, 
they  ought  first,  to  show,  that  these  seventy-one  persons  were 
not  to  be  scattered  through  the  tribes,  but  always  to  remain 
together  as  one  council  ;  and,  secondly,  that  this  council  was 
to  be  permanent  ;  and,  thirdly,  that  this  council  did  really 
exist  from  the  time  of  Moses  to  the  destruction  of  Jerusalem  ; 
and,  fourthly,  and  most  important  of  all,  that  this  was  the 
Supreme  Council  ;  for  even  if  the  other  three  points  could  be 
made  out,  they  would  be  insufficient  without  this.  The  San 
hedrin  claims  to  be  the  Supreme  Council,  and,  therefore,  if  it 
cannot  be  shown,  that  the  assembly  of  the  seventy  elders  is 
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identical  with  the  Supreme  Council  appointed  by  Moses,  this 
passage  is  of  no  more  use  than  the  former  one.  Now,  respecting 
the  three  first  points,  nothing  whatever  is  said,  either  in  the 
Law  or  the  Prophets.  And  respecting  the  fourth,  even  if  we 
grant  the  three  first,  we  can  shew  that  these  seventy  elders  did 
not  constitute  the  Supreme  Council  of  the  nation.  We  have 
proved  in  our  last  paper,  that  the  supreme  power  was  vested  in 
an  exclusive  council  composed  of  the  priests,  together  with  the 
judge  tositLTTj  but  the  seventy  elders,  here  spoken  of,  were  to 
be  chosen  promiscuously  from  the  tribes  of  Israel,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  identical  with  that  exclusive  assembly;  and  there 
fore  did  not  compose  the  Supreme  Council  ;  and  therefore  had 
nothing  of  the  nature  of  the  Sanhedrin,  which  pretended  to  be 
supreme  over  all.  Thus  it  appears  on  examination,  that  there 
is  not  one  text  in  the  whole  law  of  Moses,  which  authorizes 
the  establishment  of  such  a  council  as  the  Sanhedrin  ;  but  that 
on  the  contrary,  it  stands  in  direct  opposition  to  that  order  of 
things  prescribed  by  Moses. 

We  can,  however,  go  farther,  and  show  that  all  the  particulars 
which  the  rabbies  detail  concerning  it  are  manifest  falsehoods  ; 
and  that,  if  the  Jews  choose  to  believe  what  the  oral  law  says 
concerning  the  Sanhedrin  they  must  not  only  give  up  Moses,  but 
renounce  all  the  other  inspired  writers  of  the  Old  Testament. 
The  particular  and  exclusive  duties  of  the  Sanhedrin  are  thus 
detailed  :  — 


»  s"9  bitf  p-r  rrn  ^  bs  sbs  *f?»  PYTOE  ps 
-V3?  b:>bi  to^ttn  tontt?  b:Db  natap  "mmo  pans  psi 
ns  sb  VOT  psi  JHT  bt&  pi  rvo  ^  br  sbs 
ns  Kbi  -iptrrr  wna  ns  sbi  ibiD  rrnntz? 
bns  fbvran  pi  r^m  sbs  nittfD:  •wn  bmn 
sbi  NTIBB  jpT  ^ttns  ps  pi   i  nt^b^n  niaian 
nN3n  sbs  ntaiDn  ns  ppc^n  sbi  nman  IT 
sbi  rvnTOn  bin  n^rn  737  ps^Din  psi   i  b*nan 
^D  b37  sbs  bbnn  mn^bi  nitznn  nanbab 
:  -pbw  is^^  bn^n  -imn  b^  n^s^tc'  i  bn^n  pi  rv2 

"  A  king  is  not  to  be  appointed  except  by  the  decision  of  the 
Great  Council  of  Seventy-one.  The  minor  councils  through 
the  tribes  and  towns  are  not  to  be  established  except  by  the 
Council  of  Seventy-one.  Judgment  is  not  to  be  passed  on  a 
tribe  that  has  been  entirely  seduced,  nor  upon  a  false  prophet, 
nor  upon  a  high  priest  in  capital  cases,  except  by  the  Great 
Council.  (In  mere  money  matters  the  tribunal  of  three  is 
competent.)  In  like  manner  an  elder  is  not  declared  rebellious, 
nor  a  city  dealt  with  as  seduced,*  nor  the  bitter  waters  admi- 

*  Compare  Deut.  xiii.  13,  and  Hilchoth  Accum,  c.  iv. 
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nistered  to  the  suspected  adulteress,  except  by  the  Great 
Council.  Neither  is  an  addition  made  to  the  city  nor  to  the 
courts.  Neither  are  armies  led  forth  to  the  wars  of  permission  ; 
nor  the  elders  led  forth  to  measure  in  the  case  of  a  slain  person 


(Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c.  v.  1.)  Such  is  the  power 
and  jurisdiction  attributed  by  the  rabbies  to  the  Sanhedrin, 
and  which  we  have  now  to  consider.  The  mere  reading-  over 
of  these  details  is  sufficient  to  convince  any  reasonable  man 
that  the  whole  affair  is  a  waking  dream  of  some  man  or  men, 
intoxicated  with  the  love  of  dominion.  No  man  in  his  senses 
can  believe  that  God  could  be  the  author  of  a  despotism  so 
dreadful  over  the  minds  and  bodies  of  men.  In  the  first  place, 
here  is  an  aristocracy  of  seventy  persons,  described  as  having 
supreme  jurisdiction  over  the  King,  the  High  Priest,  the 
Prophets,  and  the  people  —  possessing  the  power  not  only  to 
judge  individuals,  but  to  pass  sentence  on  whole  cities  and 
tribes,  and  utterly  to  destroy  them  if  they  pleased  —  and  this 
without  any  other  law  or  precedent  to  guide  them  than  their 
own  will  —  and,  inasmuch  as  they  were  self-elective,  subject  to 
no  control  whatever,  either  of  the  king  or  the  people.  We 
have  heard  much  of  corrupt  corporations  lately,  but  any  thing 
at  all  equal  to  the  self-elective  corporation  of  the  Sanhedrin  we 
never  heard  of,  excepting  another  college  of  seventy-one,  the 
grand  council  of  another  oral  law  of  later  date.  It  is  vain  to 
say  that  this  body  was  controlled  by  the  law  of  Moses.  When 
the  Sanhedrin  existed  there  was  no  law  of  Moses,  but  their 
own  will.  They  expounded  the  law  as  they  liked  ;  and  as  we 
saw  in  our  last,  were  not  bound  even  by  the  decisions  of  their 
predecessors  :  and  if  any  man  dared  to  think  for  himself  or  to 
dispute  their  interpretation,  he  was  strangled  :  — 

in/m  crrnm  by  rmEtz?  c^n  b^ 


"  Strangulation  was  the  mode  of  execution  for  any  learned 
man,  who  rebelled  against  their  words.  (Hilchoth  Mamrim, 
c.  i  2.)  They  had  thus  the  power  to  make  the  law  say  what 
they  liked  :  and  there  was  no  power  on  earth  to  control  them. 
If  they  had  been  appointed  by  the  king,  or  elected  by  the 
people,  they  would  have  been  responsible  for  the  abuse  of 
their  power  ;  but  they  elected  their  members,  and  could  be 
deposed  by  none  but  themselves.  A  despotism  so  complete 
and  so  dreadful,  so  inimical  to  personal  security,  and  so  sub 
versive  of  all  liberty  of  conscience,  could  never  have  been 
created  by  God,  but  must  necessarily  be  the  offspring  of  the 
distempered  brain  of  man.  We  can  hardly  believe  that  many 
Jews,  except  the  Talmudistic  zealots,  wrho  might  hope  to  be 
made  members  wish  for  the  restoration  of  the  Sanhedrin  ;  and 
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yet,  if  they  do  not,  they  do  not  believe  in  the  Jewish  religion, 
for  the  re-establishment  of  that  Great  Council  is  the  consum 
mation  of  Judaism  :  and  if  they  do  not  believe  in  this  religion, 
can  they  consider  themselves  honest  men  in  professing  it  ? 

But  we  must  proceed  to  consider  on  what  authority  the 
rabbies  make  these  claims  to  such  extensive  jurisdiction.  One 
would  expect  to  find  some  distinct  command  of  God,  expressly 
addressed  to  the  council ;  but  no,  their  only  authority  is  the 
words  of  Jethro  to  Moses,  "Every  great  matter  they  shall 
bring  to  thee ; "  a  plain  confession  that  there  is  in  the  whole 
Bible  nothing  to  warrant  their  pretensions,  or  they  never 
would  have  taken  refuge  in  words  so  totally  irrelevant. 
Indeed,  we  are  rather  surprised  that  they  appealed  to  the 
Bible  at  all,  for  such  an  appeal  is  fatal  to  all  their  pretensions. 
Just  let  us  examine  some  of  the  particulars  detailed  above,  by 
the  light  of  God's  word.  The  first  pretension  is,  that  "  A  king 
is  not  to  be  appointed  except  by  the  decision  of  the  Great 
Council  of  Seventy-one."  Now  is  this  true  ?  Is  it  possible  to 
show  that  any  one  of  the  Kings  of  Israel  was  appointed  by  the 
Sanhedrin  ?  Not  one  ;  but  it  is  possible  to  prove  of  many  that 
they  were  appointed  without  any  reference  whatever  to  any 
such  council.  Take,  for  instance,  Saul,  the  first  king  of 
Israel ;  what  had  the  Sanhedrin  to  do  with  his  election  to  the 
kingly  office  ?  Nothing  at  all.  So  far  as  man  was  concerned, 
Samuel,  and  Samuel  alone,  was  the  instrument  of  his  election. 
When  the  people  wished  a  king,  they  did  not  go  to  the 
Sanhedrin,  but  to  Samuel.  He  dissuaded  them,  "  Nevertheless, 
the  people  refused  to  obey  the  voice  of  Samuel."  Would  they 
have  ventured  to  do  so  if  he  had  been  president  of  so  dreadful 
a  council  as  the  Sanhedrin  ?  When  Saul  was  anointed,  it  was 
not  by  the  Sanhedrin,  nor  by  their  command.  No  man  was 
present  but  the  king  elect  and  the  prophet.  ."  Then  Samuel 
took  a  vial  of  oil,  and  poured  it  upon  his  head,  and  kissed  him, 
and  said,  Is  it  not  because  the  Lord  hath  anointed  thee  to  be 
captain  over  his  inheritance?"  (1  Sam.  x.  1.)  And  when 
Saul  was  solemnly  confirmed  before  the  people,  Samuel  was 
still  the  sole  agent.  "  Samuel  called  the  people  together  unto 
the  Lord  to  Mizpeh,  and  said,  Now  therefore  present  yourselves 
before  the  Lord  by  your  tribes  and  by  your  thousands;  and 
Saul  the  son  of  Kish  was  taken."  (xi/17 — 21.)  It  cannot  be 
pretended  that  the  Sanhedrin  had  anything  whatever  to  do 
with  the  matter.  But  let  us  try  another  instance.  Let  us 
look  at  the  election  of  David ;  was  he  chosen  by  the  voice  of 
the  Sanhedrin  ?  Just  as  little  as  Saul.  Samuel  was  again 
the  sole  agent.  "  The  Lord  said  unto  Samuel,  How  long  wilt 
thou  mourn  for  Saul,  seeing  I  have  rejected  him  from  reigning 
over  Israel  ?  Fill  thine  horn  with  oil  and  go  ;  I  will  send  thee 
to  Jesse,  the  Bethlchemite ;  for  I  have  provided  me  a  king 
Q  3 
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among  his  sons."  And  so  Samuel  went  and  anointed  him, 
without  any  intervention  whatever  of  the  Sanhedrin,  or  any 
one  else.  These  two  cases  are  sufficient  to  prove  the  falsehood 
of  the  rabbinic  pretensions ;  but  there  is  one  more  decisive 
still,  and  that  is  the  case  of  Solomon.  Adonijah  had  made 
himself  king,  and  Bathsheba,  by  the  advice  of  Nathan  the 
prophet,  took  measures  to  make  her  son  Solomon  king.  But 
to  whom  did  Nathan  advise  her  to  go  ?  Did  he  tell  her  to  go 
to  the  Sanhedrin  and  to  seek  justice  ?  No,  but  to  go  to  David 
the  king,  and  to  him  she  accordingly  went,  and  found  him 
not  in  council,  or  surrounded  by  the  members  of  the  San- 
hedrin,  but  with  Abishag,  the  Shunammite,  ministering  to 
him ;  and  David,  without  asking  any  advice,  sware  unto  her, 
"  Assuredly  Solomon,  thy  son,  shall  reign  after  me."  The 
Sanhedrin  had  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  the  matter.  The 
assertion,  then,  that  "Nothing  was  appointed  except  by  the 
authority  of  the  Sanhedrin,"  is  a  gross  falsehood,  and  veiy 
evidently  made  by  ambitious  men,  grasping  after  power  to 
which  they  had  no  right. 

In  like  manner,  we  might  appeal  to  history  to  show,  that 
the  tribe  of  Dan  was  judged,  and  that  Saul,  David,  and  the 
other  kings  of  Israel,  waged  wars  without  once  consulting  the 
Sanhedrin  ;  but  there  is  one  of  these  pretensions  so  directly 
opposed  to  the  plain  letter  of  the  Mosaic  law,  that  we  prefer 
noticing  it.  The  oral  law  says,  that  the  waters  of  jealousy 
were  not  administered  except  by  the  authority  of  the  Sanhe 
drin.  But  what  says  Moses  ?  When  the  spirit  of  jealousy 
comes  upon  a  man,  does  he  tell  him  to  bring  his  wife  to  the 
Sanhedrin  ?  No,  but  to  the  priest.  "  Then  shall  the  man 
bring  his  wife  unto  the  priest,"  &c.  (Numb.  v.  15.)  What 
then  is  the  priest  to  do  ?  Is  he  to  go  first  to  the  Sanhedrin, 
and  get  its  sanction  ?  No  ;  as  soon  as  the  man  has  brought 
his  wife,  and  the  offering  of  jealousy,  the  priest's  business  is  to 
bring  her  before  the  Lord — "  And  the  priest  shall  bring  her 
near,  and  set  her  before  the  Lord," — and  is  then  to  proceed 
with,  all  the  prescribed  rites  ;  and  the  whole  ends  with  these 
plain  words,  "  And  the  priest  shall  execute  upon  her  all  this 
law."  There  is  not  only  no  mention  of  the  Sanhedrin,  but 
immediate  power  is  unequivocally  given  to  the  priest,  yea,  he 
is  commanded  to  proceed  without  awaiting  the  decision  of  any 
other  tribunal.  Here  again,  then,  the  pretenders  of  rabbinic 
tradition  are  in  direct  opposition  to  the  plain  commands  of 
Moses,  and  are  therefore  unfounded.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
enter  into  more  of  these  particulars.  The  two  which  we  have 
examined  are  contrary  to  truth  ;  and  two  falsehoods  are  quite 
enough  to  shake  the  credit  of  any  claims.  The  only  possible 
way  of  establishing  the  authority  of  the  Sanhcdrin,  in  answer 
to  this  argument,  is,  to  deny  the  authority  of  the  Bible.  There 
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is  no  other  alternative  —  either  the  authors  of  the  Pentateuch, 
the  books  of  Samuel  and  Kings,  are  mistaken,  or  the  juris 
diction  of  the  Sanhedrin  is  a  mere  fiction.  Moses  commands  u 
very  different  institution,  and  the  historical  books  represent  a 
very  different  form  of  government.  He  who  receives  these 
books  as  inspired,  must  renounce  the  authority  of  the  San 
hedrin,  whilst  he  who  maintains  it  must  give  up  the  sacred 
books. 

There  is,  however,  another  tribunal  mentioned  in  the  above- 
quoted  passage  of  the  oral  law  which  it  is  necessary  to  notice, 
and  that  is  the  minor  Sanhedrin,  or  council  of  twenty-three. 
It  is  said,  "  The  minor  councils  through  the  tribes  and  towns 
are  not  to  be  established  except  by  the  council  of  seventy-one  ;" 
and  elsewhere  we  read  :  — 


is  :rp  m 

:  QT'n  rD  cran  mm  TODI-/  nutsp 

"  In  every  city  of  Israel  that  contains  one  hundred  and 
twenty  Israelites  or  more,  a  minor  Sanhedrin  ought  to  be 
appointed,  and  of  how  many  members  ought  it  to  consist  ? 
Of  twenty-three  judges."  (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  i.  3.)  Now 
this  is  another  innovation  for  which  there  is  no  warrant  what 
ever  in  the  law  of  Moses.  "  Moses  chose  able  men  out  of  all 
Israel,  and  made  them  heads  over  the  people,  rulers  of  thou 
sands,  rulers  of  hundreds,  rulers  of  fifties,  and  rulers  of  tens. 
And  they  judged  the  people  at  all  times."  (Exod.  xviii.  25,  26.) 
This  is  the  provision  which  Moses  made  for  the  administration 
of  justice,  but  he  says  not  a  syllable  about  the  appointment  of 
minor  Sanhcdrins  of  twenty-three,  so  that  in  this  we  have 
another  instance  of  the  effort,  which  the  rabbies  made,  to  get 
rid  of  all  the  Mosaic  institutions,  and  to  substitute  their  own. 
And  also  another  proof  that  the  laws  of  the  Sanhedrin  were 
not  given  by  Moses,  for  they  require  this  Council  to  appoint. 
minor  courts,  contrary  to  his  ordinances.  It  appears,  then, 
from  what  has  been  said  in  these  two  papers,  that  the  Sanhe 
drin  was  altogether  an  unlawful  tribunal,  and  that  therefore 
the  oral  law  can  receive  no  support  from  its  approval  :  and  it 
appears,  further,  that  modern  Judaism  has  entirely  subverted 
that  order  of  things  established  by  Moses.  He  ordained  the 
priests,  the  Levites,  as  the  teachers  of  Israel.  Modern  Judaism 
has  turned  them  out  of  their  office,  and  substituted  the  rabbies. 
Moses  ordained  a  Supreme  Council,  consisting  of  the  priests 
and  the  judge.  Modern  Judaism  has  destroyed  that  Council, 
and  established  the  Sanhedrin  in  its  place.  Moses  appointed 
rulers  over  thousands,  hundreds,  fifties,  and  tens.  Modern 
Judaism  has  put  an  end  to  that  order,  and  erected  new  tri 
bunals  of  twenty-three.  In  fact,  if  it  were  possible  for  the 
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Jews  to  realize  all  the  commands  of  the  oral  law  in  their  own 
land,  and  Moses  were  to  come  amongst  them  again,  he  could 
never  recognize  them  as  his  disciples.  He  would  not  find  one 
of  his  institutions  remaining  as  he  left  it.  It  is  quite  absurd, 
and  if  the  subject  were  not  so  grave,  it  would  be  ludicrous  to 
hear  the  Rabbinists  exclaiming  that  the  law  of  Moses  is  un 
changeable,  when  they  themselves  have  changed  all  its  main 
provisions,  and  made  an  entirely  new  religion.  But  to  the 
Jews  it  ought  to  be  a  matter  of  very  serious  enquiry,  whether 
the  Mosaic  law  is  unchangeable  or  not.  If  the  law  be  unchange 
able,  then  no  rabbinical  Jew  can  entertain  a  reasonable  hope 
of  salvation,  for  he  professes  a  religion  which  has  effected  the 
most  extensive  changes.  In  his  creed  he  denies  the  lawful 
ness  of  change,  and  in  his  practice  he  changes  without  scruple. 
If  the  law  be  unchangeable,  it  is  the  bounden  duty  of  every 
Jew  to  give  up  at  once  the  new  religion  of  the  rabbies,  and  to 
return  with  all  haste  to  the  institutions  of  Moses.  But  if  he 
believe  that  the  law  is  changeable  at  pleasure,  then  he  ought 
to  renounce  that  article  of  his  creed  which  teaches  its  immu 
tability.  In  so  serious  a  matter  as  religion,  he  ought  to  endea 
vour  to  be  consistent,  and  not  halt  between  two  opinions.  If 
Moses  be  his  lawgiver,  then  let  him  serve  him.  But  if  he  be 
determined  to  continue  in  the  new  religion  of  the  rabbies,  he 
ought  to  inquire  into  their  character,  and  the  authority  and 
motives  which  led  them  to  overturn  the  religion  of  their  fore 
fathers.  Is  the  religion  of  Moses  a  bad  religion,  \vhich  it  was 
necessary  to  renounce  ?  Or,  was  it  only  given  for  a  certain 
period,  and  when  that  period  had  expired,  exchanged  for  a 
new  one  ?  Had  the  rabbies  Divine  authority  for  the  changes 
which  they  made,  or  did  they  change  it  for  their  own  con 
venience  and  interest  ?  The  nature  of  the  changes  looks  very 
suspicious,  they  all  added  to  their  influence  and  power.  As 
long  as  the  law  of  Moses  was  observed,  the  rabbies  had  no 
power  either  in  Church  or  State.  But  by  the  changes  which 
they  made,  they  became  absolute  despots  over  the  bodies  and 
souls  of  all  Israel.  They  had,  thus,  every  possible  temptation 
to  reject  the  one  and  aaopt  the  other.  But  is  this  a  reason 
why  the  Jewish  people  should  also  reject  the  law  of  Moses  ? 
They  gain  nothing,  and  loose  everything,  both  for  time  and 
eternity,  by  the  change.  By  adopting  the  new  religion  of  the 
rabbies,  they  give  up  the  use  of  that  most  precious  gift,  their 
reason,  in  all  that  regards  the  law  and  service  of  God.  A  Jew, 
who  receives  the  oral  law,  can  have  nothing  but  a  blind  faith. 
He  has  lost  the  privilege  of  considering  what  God  requires  of 
him,  and  must  simply  receive  what  the  rabbies  choose  to  pre 
scribe  as  his  duty  :  and  if  they  should  even  go  so  far  as  to  tell 
him  that  his  left  hand  is  his  right,  and  his  right  hand  his  left, 
lie  must  believe  in  the  decision,  and  reject  the  evidences  of  his 
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senses.  Or,  if  he  should  dare  to  doubt,  where  Judaism  reigns 
triumphant,  he  must  be  strangled.  There  is  certainly  nothing 
very  inviting  in  this  system,  nothing  that  should  tempt  a  man 
to  prefer  it  to  the  just,  and  equitable,  and  rational  religion  of 
Moses.  He  gives  the  law  of  God  into  the  hands  of  the  Israel 
ite,  and  says,  "  Behold  I  have  set  life  and  death  before  you, 
choose  ye."  He  deals  with  men  as  rational  beings,  and  re 
quires  implicit  obedience,  not  to  the  word  of  man,  but  to 
the  oracles  of  God.  He  established  a  supreme  council,  but 
did  not  permit  that  council  to  pass  off  their  own  opinions  as 
infallible,  but  commanded  them  to  inquire  of  Him  who  alone 
is  free  from  error.  It  is  truly  astonishing  that  so  large  a 
portion  of  the  Jewish  people  should  still  prefer  the  religious 
despotism  of  the  oral  law  ;  and  it  is  more  astonishing  still,  that 
they  should  be  deluded  to  believe,  that  a  system,  which  has 
subverted  all  the  institutions  of  Moses,  is  the  Mosaic  religion. 
But  the  most  astonishing  circumstance  of  all  is,  that  those 
Jews  who  have  detected  the  grossness  of  the  delusion  and  have 
themselves  renounced  the  practice  of  the  oral  law,  should  feel 
so  indifferent  about  the  welfare  of  their  brethren,  and  so  reck 
less  of  the  interests  of  truth,  as  to  look  on  in  silence ;  or  even 
appear  to  countenance  error  by  joining  in  the  rights  and  cere 
monies  of  tradition.  Even  the  tribe  of  Levi  itself  has  lost  its 
zeal,  and  abdicated  the  sacred  office  committed  to  it  by  God. 
For  eighteen  hundred  years  there  has  not  appeared  in  Israel 
one  single  person  zealous  for  the  law  of  Moses.  All  have  been 
content  with  calling  Moses  their  master,  and  there  the  matter 
ends.  The  priests  and  the  people  all  unite  in  violating  his 
laws,  and  trampling  upon  the  ruins  of  his  institutions,  and 
then  expect  other  people  to  believe  that  they  are  the  faithful 
disciples  of  Moses. 
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How  a  nation,  so  acute  and  so  fond  of  learning  as  the  Jews, 
should  ever  have  been  imposed  upon  by  so  clumsy  an  impos 
ture  as  that  of  the  oral  law,  is  truly  astonishing.  The  ex 
ceeding  folly  of  some  of  its  ordinances,  the  incredibility  of  the 
legends  with  which  it  abounds,  the  extravagant  pretensions  of 
its  doc-tors,  the  grinding  tyranny  of  its  despotic  tribunals,  all 
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seem  calculated  to  awaken  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  most 
credulous,  and  the  most  ignorant.  But  the  utter  want  of 
evidence  to  support  its  claims  ought  to  he  sufficient  to  open 
the  eyes  of  even  superstition  itself.  To  establish  the  genuine 
ness  of  an  oral  tradition,  an  unbroken  chain  of  witnesses,  from 
the  rise  of  the  tradition  to  the  present  time,  is  indispensably 
necessary.  The  succession  of  persons  who  received  it  from 
their  predecessors,  and  transmitted  it  to  their  followers,  must 
be  clearly  and  accurately  made  out  ;  and  the  want  of  a  single 
link,  or  the  existence  of  a  single  chasm  in  the  chain  of  trans 
mission  is  quite  sufficient  to  discredit  the  whole,  and  to  invali 
date  the  claims  to  genuineness.  To  prove  the  genuineness  of 
the  nD  bmiP  rrnn  ,  oral  law,  it  is  necessary  not  only  to 
point  out  a  succession  of  persons,  but  a  succession  of  Sanhe- 
drins,  for,  as  we  have  seen,  the  Sanhedrin  was  regarded  as  the 
foundation  and  pillar  of  tradition.  If  a  single  chasm  in  his 
tory  exists,  where  a  Sanhedrin  cannot  be  pointed  out,  or  if  the 
assigned  succession  be  inconsistent  with  the  written  and  in 
spired  records  of  the  people,  the  claims  of  the  oral  law  are 
invalidated,  and  the  Jewish  nation  convicted  as  the  abettors 
of  a  pious  fraud,  or  the  unwitting  dupes  of  an  imposture. 
Now  we  have  already  shown  that  the  Sanhedrin  was  not 
instituted  by  Moses,  and  was  never  heard  of  until  after  the 
Greek  conquest  of  the  land  of  Israel  ;  and  hence  it  inevitably 
follows,  that  the  oral  law  is  totally  destitute  of  that  chain  of 
testimony,  by  which  alone  its  genuineness  could  be  established. 
From  Moses  to  the  Maccabees  there  is  one  continued  chasm, 
an  immense  and  impassable  abyss,  which  separates  between 
modern  Judaism  and  truth.  But  as  the  rabbies  have  endea 
voured  to  fill  up  the  yawning  gulf,  or  rather  to  build  a 
bridge  in  the  air  for  the  purpose  of  passing  it,  we  think  it 
necessary  to  examine  the  success  of  their  efforts.  They  say, 
that  a  chain  of  testimony,  such  as  is  wanted,  does  actually 
exist,  and  have  endeavoured  to  point  out  the  various  links. 
If  this  prove  fallacious,  then  the  last  and  only  hope  of  modern 
Judaism  is  gone  ;  to  prove  the  fallacy  does  not  require  much 
argument.  The  chain  of  testimony  as  pointed  out  by  the 
rabbies  themselves,  is  inconsistent  with  history,  and  wants 
continuity  even  at  the  very  commencement.  The  first  part  of 
the  succession  is  thus  described  :  — 


mob  D"3n&7  min  raroa  sbtp  ^  bs 
irobsi  trap*  n^nrcb*  I^T  rvsn  nb-o 
sina?  senrpbi  i  ntt?»»  ibnp  jM» 
pi  >  rpbr  imsn  B"3nt&  rmn  IDE  irm 
ibnp  n^ni  c^pn  f  ns  bs?  -rob  v*n  ^  bs 
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"  Although  the  oral  law  was  not  written,  Moses  our  master 
taught  it  all  in  his  Council  to  the  seventy  elders  ;  Eleazar  also, 
and  Phinehas,  and  Joshua,  all  three,  received  it  from  Moses. 
But  to  Joshua,  who  was  the  disciple  of  Moses  our  master,  he 
delivered  the  oral  law,  and  gave  him  a  charge  concerning  it. 
In  like  manner  Joshua  taught  it  by  word  of  mouth  all  the 
days  of  his  life  ;  and  many  elders  received  it  from  Joshua,  and 
Eli  received  it  from  the  elders,  and  from  Phinehas."  (Preface 
to  the  Yad  Hachazakah.)  Now  here  the  want  of  continuity 
begins,  immediately  after  the  third  link  in  the  chain.  ^That 
Joshua  should  inherit  the  oral  law  from  Moses  is  very  likely, 
if  there  was  any  to  be  inherited,  but  who  wras  Joshua's  suc 
cessor  the  rabbles  cannot  tell  us.  It  is  not  enough  to  say  that 
the  elders  received  it  from  Joshua ;  who  were  the  elders,  and 
who  was  the  next  president  of  the  Sanhedrin,  and  who  was 
the  president  after  that?  To  make  out  a  chain  of  witnesses, 
we  must  at  least  have  their  names,  but  ought  to  know,  besides, 
their  character,  their  piety,  their  probity,  before  we  can  depend 
upon  their  testimony.  The  absence  of  this  detail  shows  that 
the  rabbies  had  no  information  on  the  subject,  and  were  merely 
trying  to  make  up  a  story  to  impose  upon  the  credulous.  It  is 
self-evident  that  if  they  had  possessed  an  accurate  detail,  they 
would  have  given  it ;  but  as  they  do  not,  we  must  infer  that 
they  had  it  not ;  and  as  the  Bible  gives  no  information  on  the 
subject,  we  must  assert,  that  the  chain  of  testimony  terminates 
at  the  second  link.  So  far  are  the  rabbies  from  being  able  to 
prove  a  succession  of  Sanhedrins  from  the  time  of  Joshua  to 
their  own,  that  they  are  compelled  to  make  a  grand  leap  from 
Joshua  to  Eli,  and  thus  to  leave  a  chasm  of  more  than  two 
hundred  years,  which  of  itself  is  sufficient  to  overthrow  the 
claims  of  the  oral  la^*,  and  to  stamp  the  Jews  as  the  most 
credulous  of  men  if  they  believe  without  any  evidence.  It  is 
true  that  the  rabbies  endeavour  to  stop  up  this  great  cavity 
with  a  great  falsehood.  They  say  that  Eli  received  the  oral 
law  from  Joshua's  elders,  and  from  Phinehas ;  which  assertion 
implies  that  all  these  persons  lived  to  be  about  three  hundred 
years  old  !  And  yet,  if  it  were  true,  it  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  make  out  the  proof,  for  which  the  succession  of  Sanhedrins 
is  absolutely  necessary,  and  especially  for  this  period.  From 
the  book  of  Judges,  it  appears,  that  in  the  interval  between 
Joshua  and  Eli,  and  even  in  the  next  generation  after  Joshua's 
death,  the  people  forsook  the  law  of  Moses,  even  the  written 
law,  and  gave  themselves  up  to  idolatry.  Thus  we  read,  "And 
Joshua  the  son  of  Nun,  the  servant  of  the  Lord,  died,  being  an 

hundred  and  ten  years  old And  also  all  that  generation 

were  gathered  unto  their  fathers  :  and  there  arose  another  ge 
neration  after  them,  which  knew  not  the  Lord,  nor  the  works 
which  he  had  done  for  Israel.  And  the  children  of  Israel  did 
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evil  in  the  sight  of  the  Lord,  and  served  Baalim."     (Judges  ii. 
8  —  11.)     Now,  here  the  inspired  writer  says  that  Joshua  and 
all  that  generation  died,  which  expressly  contradicts  the  rab 
binic  assertion  that  Joshua's  elders  livea  to  the  time  of  Eli  ; 
and,  further,  he  says,  that  the  Israelites  turned  aside  to  idols  : 
where  was  the  Sanhedrin  at  that  time  ?    If  it  existed,  why  did 
it  not  stop  the  torrent  of  corruption,  and  punish  the  transgres 
sors  ?     And  why  was  it  necessary  for  God  to  raise  up  Judges 
to  do  the  Sanhedrin's  work  ?     We  do  not  once  read  of  the 
Sanhedrin,  or  any  other  council,  helping  Israel.     In  the  book 
of  Judges,  deliverance  is  ascribed  solely  to  the  judges  whom 
God  raised  up.     "  When  the  Lord  raised  them  up  judges,  then 
the  Lord  was  with  the  judge,  and  delivered  them  out  of  the 
hand  of  their  enemies  all  the  days  of  the  judge  ......  And  it 

came  to  pass  when  the  judge  wras  dead,  that  they  returned  and 
corrupted  themselves  more  than  their  fathers."  (Ibid.  18,  19.) 
Indeed,  that  saying  so  often  repeated  in  the  book  of  Judges, 
"  In  those  days  there  was  no  king  in  Israel,  but  every  man  did 
that  which  was  right  in  his  own  eyes,"  shows  that  there  was 
no  Sanhedrin  either.  If  any  council  of  the  kind,  armed  with 
such  despotic  power,  had  existed,  the  children  of  Israel  could 
not  have  done  that  wrhich  was  right  in  their  own  eyes. 
Whether,  then,  we  look  at  the  Bible  or  at  the  rabbinic 
account,  we  have  a  period  of  more  than  two  hundred  years, 
during  which  there  is  no  evidence  at  all  either  for  the  ex 
istence  of  the  Sanhedrin  or  of  the  oral  law.  The  chain  of 
testimony,  therefore,  offered  by  the  rabbies,  is  not  complete  ; 
and  is,  moreover,  unworthy  of  credit,  as  it  contains  a  gross 
falsehood  concerning  the  age  to  wrhich  Joshua's  elders  lived. 
A  little  more  examination  will  show  us  that  it  contains  more 
than  one  falsehood.  After  telling  us  that  David  received  the 
oral  law  from  Samuel  and  his  council,  it  thus  proceeds  :  — 


mn  'nt  mn  D'HSB  ^sn^E  ^i^n  mns 
rrm  THE  bnp  mm  nw  ^n  ftsp  mm 
rvni  *3iV»»n  mn«»  bnp  imbsi 


"  Ahijah  the  Shilonite  was  one  of  those  who  came  out  of 
Egypt,  and  a  Levite,  and  he  heard  the  oral  law  from  Moses  : 
but  he  was  little  in  the  days  of  Moses,  and  received  the  oral 
law  from  David  and  his  council.  And  Elijah  received  from 
Ahijah  the  Shilonite  and  his  council."  Now,  in  the  first  place, 
this  statement  is  very  absurd.  To  suppose  that  one,  who  had 
heard  the  law  from  Moses,  should  at  last  receive  it  from 
David,  is  contrary  to  probability  :  but  to  assert  that  Ahijah 
was  a  little  boy  in  the  time  of  Moses,  and  that  he  lived  until 
the  reign  of  Solomon,  that  is,  above  five  hundred  years,  is 
manifestly  a  falsehood,  and,  whether  wilful  or  not,  completely 
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destroys  the  credibility  of  this  attempt  at  a  succession  of 
witnesses.  If  involuntary,  and  the  result  of  error,  it  shows 
that  the  rabbies  who  have  transmitted  this  story  were  so  weak 
in  intellect  as  to  swallow  any  improbability  ;  and  that  as  they 
transmitted  one  lie,  they  may  have  transmitted  more.  But  if 
voluntary,  no  one  will  argue  that  the  testimony  of  wilful  liars 
is  worth  much.  This  last  attempt,  therefore,  to  prop  up  the 
authority  of  the  oral  law  is  vain. 

But  this  rabbinic  chain  of  testimony  goes  on  to  tell  us  that, 
amongst  others,  the  oral  law  passed  through  Jeremiah  the 
prophet  :  — 

p  irai  i  in  rvm  massa  brsp  irpft-n 

rvm  ma-pa  bsp 


"  Jeremiah  received  from  Zephaniah  and  his  council,  and 
Baruch  the  son  of  Neriah  received  from  Jeremiah  and  his 
council."  Now,  if  this  means  that  Jeremiah  was  the  frOtt?3f 
or  President  of  the  Sanhedrin,  it  is  plainly  false.  The  whole 
history  of  Jeremiah  shows  us  that  he  was  not  the  powerful 
head  of  a  despotic  and  irresistible  council,  but  an  unprotected 
and  persecuted  man.  Had  he  been  president  of  a  tribunal  so 
dreadful,  and  whose  sentence  of  excommunication  was  in  itself 
sufficient  to  protect  him,  the  people  and  the  princes  would 
never  have  dared  to  reject  his  words  as  they  did,  much  less  to 
make  an  attempt  on  his  life.  But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  it  be 
said  that  Jeremiah's  council  does  not  mean  the  Sanhedrin,  then 
we  have  another  chasm  in  the  succession  of  Sanhedrins,  and 
consequently  the  proof  fails  again.  But  this  chain  of  evidence 
is  not  only  contrary  to  fact,  and  to  the  inspired  writings  of  the 
prophets  ;  it  is  also  inconsistent  with  the  oral  law  itself,  for  it 
asserts  that  two  proselytes  form  a  part  of  the  chain  of  trans 
mission  :  — 

rmrra  ibnp  nri  mn  p-rsn  I-D  jvbtanMi 
ibsp  nn  rrm  '•susan  V?n   t  can  rvm 

rpm 


"  Shemaiah  and  Abtalion,  proselytes  of  righteousness,  and 
their  council,  received  from  Judah  and  Simon  and  their 
council.  Hillel  and  Shammai  and  their  council  received  from 
Shemaiah  and  Abtalion  and  their  council."  Now,  according 
to  the  oral  law,  it  is  unlawful  for  proselytes  to  be  members 
of  any  council  or  tribunal,  llespccting  the  Supreme  Council, 
it  is  expressly  said  :  — 

c^ib  o^aro  sbs  ^-nn:o 
-lEsatP  /  nyirab  s^nb  D 
Drrzn  ns-rm  n?22na  YP  ^DVQ  -JQS 
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*l  None  are  to  be  made  members  of  the  Sanhcdrin  except 
priests  and  Levites,  and  Israelites  of  so  good  a  genealogy  as  to 
be  fit  to  intermarry  with  the  priests  ;  for  it  is  said,  '  And  they 
shall  stand  there  with  thee,'  (Numb.  xi.  16,)  i.e.  like  unto  thee 
in  wisdom,  in  piety,  and  in  genealogy."  (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin, 
c.  ii.  1.)  And  even  of  an  inferior  tribunal  it  is  said  : — 

nt  i-in  in  ana  ins  mnra  n^bip  bi?  ^n  n*a 

:  bios 

"A  tribunal  of  three,  one  of  whom  is  a  proselyte,  is  un 
lawful."  (Ibid.  9.)  If  then,  it  was  unlawful  for  a  proselyte  to 
be  a  member  of  the  Sanhedrin,  or  any  other  tribunal,  how  is  it 
that  we  find  two  at  the  head  of  one  of  those  councils  through 
which  the  oral  law  was  transmitted  ?  If  the  decisions  of  the 
oral  law  be  valid,  that  council  was  illegitimate,  and  therefore 
totally  incompetent  to  the  transmission  of  tradition,  and  then 
we  have  a  break  in  the  chain  of  testimony  even  at  that  end 
which  is  nearest  to  the  rabbies.  But  if  that  council  be  con 
sidered  competent,  then  the  oral  law  which  condemns  it  cannot 
contain  the  true  tradition.  But  in  either  case,  the  genuineness 
of  the  law  is  overthrown. 

The  sum  of  what  we  have  said  is  this  : — That  even  if  we 
werp  to  give  up  our  other  arguments  against  the  authority  of 
the  Sanhedrin  and  the  oral  law,  and  were  willing  to  rest  this 
question  on  the  testimony  of  the  rabbies  themselves,  the  defec- 
tiveness,  inconsistency,  and  falsehood  manifested  in  that  testi 
mony,  would  be  sufficient  to  throw  discredit  on  all  their  claims. 
They  have  not  only  no  proof  from  Scripture,  but  are  not  able 
themselves  to  find  in  tradition  an  unbroken  chain  of  testimony. 
They  fail  at  the  very  outset.  After  producing  two  links,  they 
leave  a  chasm  of  above  two  hundred  years  unaccounted  for. 
When  they  take  it  up  again,  they  are  convicted  of  gross  false 
hood  in  asserting  that  men  lived,  after  the  deluge,  to  the  age 
of  five  hundred  years  :  and  are  not  able  even  to  make  out  a 
story  that  will  agree  with  the  oral  law  itself.  The  most 
favourable  ground,  then,  that  can  be  taken  for  the  defence 
of  the  oral  law  proves  untenable.  But  if  to  this  we  add  the 
arguments  contained  in  the  former  papers,  and  remember  that 
the  Sanhedrin  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  law  of  Moses,  is 
never  mentioned  in  any  of  the  sacred  books,  nor  heard  of  until 
the  Greek  language  was  spoken  in  the  land  of  Israel,  every 
support  is  taken  from  the  oral  law,  and  it  sinks  down  to  the 
level  of  a  mere  imposture,  of  which  the  Jewish  people  have 
been  the  dupes  and  the  victims.  How  long  they  will  remain 
so,  it  is  for  themselves  to  consider.  The  times  of  blind  faith, 
such  as  modern  Judaism  requires,  are  gone  by  ;  the  Jews  can 
therefore  no  longer  remain  the  blind  followers  of  the  super 
stitious  and  ambitious  rabbies.  Either  they  must  honestly 
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confess  that  they  and  their  fathers  have  been  deceived  for  the 
last  eighteen  hundred  years,  and  earnestly  set  about  seeking 
that  truth  which  they  lost ;  or  they  must  be  content  to  be 
regarded  either  as  interested  upholders  of  error,  or  reckless 
despisers  of  truth.  No  one,  who  at  all  knows  the  nation,  will 
ever  believe  that  they  are  so  weak  in  understanding  as  to  be 
unable,  under  present  circumstances,  to  detect  the  clumsy  pre- 
+€nsions  of  the  oral  law.  Some  Jews  may,  indeed,  still  obsti 
nately  refuse  to  investigate  the  evidences  of  their  paternal 
religion,  and  persist  in  professing  Judaism  simply  because 
their  fathers  did  so  before  them :  but  such  persons  must  be 
content  to  acknowledge  that  their  faith  is  not  that  of  a  ra 
tional  being,  or  that  their  religion  will  not  stand  the  test  of 
reason.  All  who  will  take  the  trouble  to  investigate,  must,  if 
they  be  honest  men,  make  up  their  minds  to  renounce  the 
religion  of  the  rabbies.  There  is  not  any  one  argument,  either 
of  internal  or  external  evidence,  in  its  behalf,  on  which  a  man 
of  ordinary  understanding  can  rest  for  a  moment.  The  only 
shadow  of  a  basis  on  which  to  support  the  oral  law  is  the 
doctrine  of  the  Sanhedrin,  but  this,  as  we  have  seen,  disappears1 
so  soon  as  we  approach  the  illusion.  Instead  of  giving  autho 
rity  to  the  other  parts  of  the  oral  law,  the  doctrine  of  a  San 
hedrin  appears  one  of  the  most  objectionable  of  its  many 
errors,  for  it  bears  upon  its  front  the  stamp  of  selfishness  and 
ambition.  It  was  an  invention  of  men,  who  aimed  not  only  at 
a  spiritual  dominion,  but  also  at  a  secular  despotism.  The 
Sanhedrin  was  merely  the  engine  whereby  the  rabbies  hoped 
to  get  all  the  power,  both  of  Church  and  State,  into  their  own 
hands,  and  thereby  distinguishes  the  rabbinical  religion  in  the 
most  striking  manner  from  that  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth.  Chris 
tianity  contains  no  apparatus  for  securing  to  its  teachers  the 
dominion  of  the  world ;  and  therefore  the  professing  followers 
of  Christ,  when  they  aimed  at  worldly  power,  were  first 
obliged  to  invent  an  oral  law  of  their  own.  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
seeks  nothing  but  the  dominion  of  truth.  "  When  he  perceived 
that  they  would  come  and  take  him  by  force,  to  make  him 
a  king,  he  departed  again  into  a  mountain  himself  alone." 
(John  vi.  15.)  His  doctrine  was,  "  My  kingdom  is  not  of  this 
world."  And  in  like  manner  he  taught  his  disciples  not  to 
seek  after  worldly  power.  "  Ye  know  that  they  which  are 
accounted  to  rule  over  the  Gentiles  exercise  lordship  over 
them  ;  and  their  great  ones  exercise  authority  upon  them. 
But  so  shall  it  not  be  among  you  :  but  whosoever  will  be  great 
among  you,  shall  be  your  minister :  and  whosoever  will  be 
chiefest,  shall  be  servant  of  all.  For  even  the  Son  of  man 
came  not  to  be  ministered  unto,  but  to  minister,  and  to  give 
his  life  a  ransom  for  many."  (Mark  x.  42 — 45.)  Jesus  and 
Ids  apostles  are  perfectly  free  from  the  suspicion  of  making 
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religion  subservient  to  the  promotion  of  ambitious  schemes. 
The  teachers  of  the  oral  law  had,  and  even  now  have  a  temp 
tation  to  uphold  its  doctrines,  because  they  make  them  the 
absolute  rulers  of  the  Jewish  people,  and  this  tendency  is  a 
strong  ground  of  suspicion.  When  God  sent  Moses,  he  pre 
served  him  from  all  similar  imputation,  for  though  he  possessed 
the  supreme  power  during  his  life,  his  claims  were  attested  by 
miracles  which  could  not  be  denied  :  and  at  his  decease  his 
children  were  chief  neither  in  Church  nor  State.  The  priest 
hood  remained  in  the  family  of  Aaron,  and  the  chief  magis 
tracy  fell  to  the  lot  of  Joshua.  Thus  disinterestedness  distin 
guished  the  characters  of  Moses  and  Jesus  from  those  of  the 
rabbies.  The  doctrine  of  the  Sanhedrin  reveals  but  too  plainly 
the  motives  by  which  the  authors  of  the  oral  law  were  actuated. 
Of  course  we  do  not  mean  to  ascribe  the  same  motives  to 
all  the  advocates  of  the  oral  law  in  the  present  day.  Those 
motives  are  necessarily  confined  to  those  times  when  Judaism 
can  be  realized,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  called  forth  until 
there  is  a  prospect  of  restoring  the  rabbinic  polity.  Our  object 
is  not  to  condemn  the  modern  Jews,  but  to  open  their  eyes  to 
a  true  view  of  that  system  by  which  they  have  been  so  long 
deluded.  And  if  they  should  ask  us,  Where,  then,  is  the  truth 
to  be  found  ?  we  reply,  in  Moses  and  the  prophets.  For 
though  we  are  Christians,  we  firmly  believe  that  true  faith  in 
the  Old  Testament  must  terminate  in  Christianity.  The  only 
real  obstacle  in  the  way  of  a  Jew's  receiving  Jesus  as  the 
Messiah,  is  the  prejudice,  that  his  fathers,  who  rejected  him, 
must  have  been  in  the  right ;  and  this  obstacle  we  are  endea 
vouring  to  remove.  We  have  already  made  it  appear  that 
they  were  in  the  wrong  ;  and  our  late  papers  have  removed 
the  strongest  objection  that  they  urge,  namely,  that  the  sen 
tence  of  the  Sanhedrin  was  decisive  against  his  claims.  We 
have  shown  that  the  Sanhedrin  was  altogether  an  unlawful 
tribunal,  not  established  by  Moses,  but,  as  its  name  intimates, 
by  the  Greeks,  and  modelled  by  artful  and  ambitious  men  for 
their  own  purposes  :  and  as  the  tribunal  was  unlawful,  so  was 
the  sentence.  Indeed  the  fact  that  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ  was 
condemned  by  an  unlawful  tribunal  is  a  testimony  in  his 
favour.  It  shows  that  he  disapproved  of  and  opposed  their 
unlawful  doings.  Jesus  was  not  condemned  by  the  friends 
of  Moses,  but  by  his  enemies.  The  religion  of  Christ  was 
persecuted,  not  by  those  who  conscientiously  kept  Moses'  com 
mands,  but  by  those  who  had  first  defaced  every  feature  of 
Mosaism.  The  men  who  condemned  the  Lord  Jesus  were  the 
tyrannical  usurpers  of  an  authority  which  Moses  had  given  to 
others  ;  and  if  Moses  himself  had  appeared  amongst  them, 
and  asserted  the  rights  of  the  priests  and  Levites  against  the 
rabbies,  they  would  just  as  readily  have  crucified  him  as  the 
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Lord  Jesus  Christ.  The  Jews,  therefore,  of  the  present  day, 
who  approve  the  condemnation  of  Jesus,  unite  with  the  enemies 
of  Moses  ;  but  those  who  are  lovers  of  the  Mosaic  law  must 
approve  the  efforts  of  Jesus  to  deliver  it  from  the  corruptions 
of  wicked  and  ambitious  men.  An  unlawful  tribunal  con 
demned  him  for  doing  what  every  true  Jew  must  acknowledge 
to  be  right.  "Whether,  then,  they  acknowledge  him  as  the 
Messiah,  or  not,  they  must  confess  that  he  died  a  martyr  to 
his  zeal  for  the  law  of  Moses,  and  are,  therefore,  bound  to 
re-consider  his  claims.  Jesus  was  put  to  death,  not  because 
he  violated  the  Mosaic  precepts,  but  because  he  reproved 
others  for  their  transgressions— not  because  he  endeavoured 
to  overturn  the  religion  of  Moses,  but  because  he  resolutely 
defended  its  truth  against  those  who  were  introducing  a  new 
religion  upon  its  ruins. 


No.  XLVI. 
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MODERN  Judaism,  or  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  cannot 
bear  the  slightest  investigation.  Its  existence  depends  alto 
gether  upon  a  blind  faith.  As  long  as  a  man  is  willing  to 
deliver  up  his  understanding  into  the  hands  of  the  rabbles, 
and  at  their  bidding  believe  that  his  right  hand  is  his  left,  as 
they  require  ;  so  long  he  may  be  a  zealous  professor  of  Judaism. 
But,  the  moment  that  he  begins  to  think  and  to  reason,  and  to 
compare  his  traditional  faith  with  the  doctrines  of  Moses  and 
the  prophets,  he  must  begin  to  doubt,  and  if  he  really  has  a 
love  for  the  law  of  God,  he  must  ultimately  renounce  that 
superstition  which  caused  the  destruction  of 'the  temple  and 
all  the  subsequent  calamities  of  his  people,  and  still  enslaves 
the  greatest  portion  of  his  nation.  It  matters  not  at  which 
point  he  views  it — its  theoretic  principles  and  its  practical 
effects  equally  condemn  it,  and  prove  that  it  is  so  far  from 
being  a  revelation  from  God,  that  it  is  not  even  the  work  of 
good  or  wise  men.  The  doctrine  of  the  Sanhedrin,  which  we 
lately  considered,  exhibits  it  as  a  spiritual  despotism  the  most 
intolerable  ;  but  the  utter  contempt  with  which  it  looks  down 
upon  the  female  portion  of  mankind  makes  it  to  this  hour 
a  positive  curse  to  the  daughters  of  Israel,  and  proves  that  it 
doc  s  not  proceed  from  Him  who  created  male  and  female,  and 
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pronounced  a  blessing  upon  the  one  as  well  as  the  other.  One 
of  the  prominent  characteristics  in  every  false  religion  is  the 
degradation  of  womankind.  The  Mahometan  imposture  de 
bases  women  to  the  level  of  the  brute  creation.  Judaism 
places  them  in  the  same  category  with  slaves.  In  Mahometan 
countries,  women  are  deprived  of  all  culture  of  head  and  heart. 
Rabbinism,  as  we  saw  in  No.  3,  pronounces  that  fathers  are 
exempt  from  all  obligation  to  teach  their  daughters  the  law  of 
the  Lord  :  but  we  must  proceed  to  consider  fully  the  estimate 
which  Rabbinism  teaches  the  Jews  to  form  of  their  daughters, 
their  sisters,  their  mothers,  and  even  the  wife  of  their  bosom  : 
and  in  doing  this  we  shall  not  go  to  the  opinions  of  the  igno 
rant,  the  vicious,  or  the  superstitious,  but  to  the  standard 
books  of  the  nation.  It  is  not  possible  to  produce  in  English 
much  of  the  slanderous  assertions  contained  in  the  Talmud  ; 
many  are  too  bad  for  translation,  but  still  enough  can  be 
brought  forward  to  prove  satisfactorily  that  the  rabbies  look 
upon  womankind  with  contempt.  It  is  generally  agreed  that 
Kambam,  or  Maimonides,  was  one  of  the  most  learned  and 
enlightened  of  the  rabbies,  and  yet  the  contempt,  which  he 
felt  for  the  female  head  and  heart  appears  very  plainly  in  the 
following  passage  :  — 


ponsn  rmnn  nm*n  nans  'o'nn  e-rs  ^ES^  bs 
is  m  rvrnron  mmnn  bs  bnpsa?  n 
nv^n^n  "p  amcsi  i  snn  Dbirn  ^nb  rotsa; 
mmron  mbbpn  p  b^ssa?  ns  inn  rrnn 
^s  i  san  nbi^n  ^m  rros  sba?  •HID  is  rmrn 

rrcn  -pin  bs  Q2?n  -nssb 
nbrn  n^^si  ns-pn  imy  sin 
rrr   "f-n  ^y  7n  7^my  T^i  '  c^ 
"jms  i^Danntt?  D^^pni  D^^m  ^nsn 


"  Let  not  any  man  say,  Behold  I  perform  the  commandments 
of  the  law,  and  study  in  its  wisdom,  in  order  to  obtain  the 
blessings  written  therein,  or  to  be  worthy  of  the  life  of  the 
world  to  come  :  and  I  abstain  from  the  transgressions  against 
which  it  warns,  in  order  to  be  delivered  from  the  curses  written 
in  the  law,  or  that  I  may  not  be  cut  off  from  eternal  life.  It 
is  not  right  to  serve  God  in  this  way,  for  he  that  serves  thus, 
serves  from  fear,  and  that  is  not  the  degree  to  which  the 
prophets  and  wise  men  attained.  No  one  serves  God  in  this 
way,  except  unlearned  men  (Amharatzin),  women,  and  chil 
dren,  whom  they  accustom  to  serve  from  fear,  until  their 
understanding  increases,  so  that  they  may  serve  from  love." 
(Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  x.  1.)  Here  Maimonides  sinks  women 
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down  to  the  level  of  children,  and  even  classes  their  moral  and 
intellectual  faculties  with  those  of  the  despised  Amharatzin. 
We  saw  in  No.  1  that  an  ainhaaretz  is  of  so  little  value,  that 
his  life  is  not  considered  more  precious  than  that  of  a  fish,  and 
such  it  appears  was  liambam's  estimate  of  the  value  of  a 
woman.  This  most  learned  rahbi  considered  it  impossible  for 
a  woman  to  love  God  or  to  serve  him  aright  ;  and  when  he 
wished  to  warn  the  Jews  against  serving  God  in  an  erroneous 
manner,  he  actually  tells  them  not  to  serve  Him  as  the  women 
do,  A  more  debasing  imputation  cannot  be  cast  upon  a  human 
being  than  this,  that  he  is  physically  incapable  of  loving  God 
or  serving  Him  aright.  If  he*  had  asserted  that  since  the  fall 
of  Adam,  the  whole  human  race  is  far  gone  from  original 
righteousness,  and  that  therefore  the  love  of  God  is  not  in 
them,  he  would  have  said  what  is  asserted  in  Scripture  :  but 
the  opinion  that  women,  that  is,  one  half  of  the  human  species, 
have  a  physical  incapacity  to  love  and  serve  God  ;  and  that  we 
are  to  regard  them  as  a  sort  of  finger-post  for  pointing  out 
error,  or  a  notorious  example  of  that  irreligion  which  we  are 
to  avoid,  is  to  blaspheme  the  Creator,  and  to  hold  up  the  whole 
female  sex  to  the  universal  scorn  of  their  sons,  their  brothers, 
and  their  husbands.  It  may.  be  said,  in  palliation  of  so  foul  a 
libel,  that  Kambam  lived  amongst  Mahometans,  and  that  he 
.insensibly  imbibed  the  opinions  of  the  followers  of  the  false 
prophet.  Now  it  is  most  true  that  he  could  never  have  learned 
this  sentiment  from  Christians.  The  New  Testament  does  not 
teach  us  to  look  upon  women  as  Amharatzin,  but  to  regard 
them  as  rational  and  responsible  beings,  capable  of  doing 
God  the  same  acceptable  service  as  men,  liable  to  the  same 
awful  judgment,  and  partakers  of  the  same  blessed  hope. 
This  apology,  if  true,  would  only  serve  to  excuse  Kambam  : 
it  would  not  defend  the  sentiment  itself,  but  on  the  contrary, 
stamp  it  as  Mahometan.  It  is  not  true,  however,  that  Ilambam 
imbibed  this  notion  from  intercourse  with  Mahometans  :  he 
learned  it  in  the  oral  law,  which  has  such  a  low  opinion  OA 
women  as  to  pronounce  their  testimony  invalid. 

nots'  •»»  ho  i  en  mboD  ^ 
in    ibsi    »  rmsb   hnos    Kin   "nn 
i  n^ennm  »  n^itpm  <  c^tafini 
^raiam   crnnpm   i  •pitnm 


"  There  are  ten  sorts  of  disqualification,  and  every  one  in 
whom  any  one  of  them  is  found,  he  is  disqualified  from  giving 
evidence  ;  and  these  are  they  —  women.,  slaves,  children,  idiots, 
deaf  persons,  the  blind,  the  wicked,  the  despised,  relations, 
and  those  interested  in  their  testimony  —  behold  these  are  ten." 
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(Hilchoth  Eduth.,  c.  ix.  1.)  Now,  it  will  be  observed  that 
these  ten  classes  may  be  reduced  to  two  —  those  who  are  dis 
qualified  by  physical  or  intellectual  infirmity,  as  children, 
idiots,  deaf  and  blind  persons  ;  and  secondly,  those  whose 
moral  integrity  is  exposed  to  suspicion,  as  slaves,  wicked 
and  despised  persons,  relations,  and  those  who  have  an  in 
terest  in  the  cause.  To  one  of  these  two  classes  women  must 
belong  :  they  are  disqualified  either  because  of  incapacity,  or 
because  their  moral  feeling  may  not  be  trusted,  and  in  either 
case  are  treated  with  a  most  unmerited  contempt.  It  is  true, 
that  the  rabbies  endeavour  to  prove  that  the  law  of  Moses 
excludes  women  from  giving  testimony,  saying  — 

^  br  -i»H3tp  rrnnn  p  nnsb  mbiDs 
:  mps  par?  sbi  I^ 


"  Women  are  disqualified  by  the  law  from  giving  testimony, 
for  it  is  said,  '  At  the  mouth  of  two  witnesses,'  where  the 
word  witness  is  of  the  masculine,  not  the  feminine  gender  ;" 
but  this  proof  is  altogether  inconclusive  ;  on  the  same  prin 
ciple  it  might  be  proved  that  women  might  break  all  the  ten 
commandments,  for  they  are  all  given  in  the  masculine  gender. 
Indeed  it  is  self-evident  that  God  could  not  have  given  a  law 
so  absurd.  There  are  thousands  of  cases,  where,  if  women 
could  not  give  evidence,  all  the  ends  of  justice  would  be  de 
feated.  Take,  for  instance,  the  famous  judgment  of  Solomon, 
where  the  two  women  laid  claim  each  to  the  living  child.  In 
this  case  there  could  be  no  testimony  but  that  of  the  women 
themselves,  and  Solomon  did  not  send  them  away  because  they 
were  women.  Take  also  the  case  of  Boaz  and  Ituth.  When 
Boaz  wished  to  marry  Ruth,  it  was  necessary  first  to  redeem 
the  inheritance,  and  for  this  it  was  absolutely  necessary  to 
prove  that  Ruth  was  the  -wife  of  Naomi's  son.  But  there  was 
no  testimony  but  that  of  the  women  themselves.  Elimelech, 
Chilion,  and  Mahlon,  were  all  dead,  and  the  marriage  had 
taken  place  in  a  foreign  land,  yet  we  do  not  read  of  any  diffi 
culties  being  raised.  Boaz  himself,  Naomi's  kinsman,  and  the 
elders  of  Israel,  appear  all  to  have  been  perfectly  satisfied. 
The  disqualification  of  women,  therefore,  was  not  ordained  by 
Moses,  but  is  the  invention  of  the  rabbies,  and  shows  that  the 
rabbies  had  so  low  an  opinion  of  the  intellect  or  the  integrity 
of  women,  as  to  think  either  that  women  are  so  half-witted  as 
not  to  be  fit  to  give  testimony,  or  so  dishonest  as  not  to  be 
trusted  in  the  testimony  which  they  may  give. 

But  this  degradation  of  the  female  character  is  not  confined 
to  the  rabbinic  courts  of  law.  They  have  dared  to  carry  it 
even  into  the  house  of  God,  and  to  make  it  prominent  in  the 
public  worship  of  the  Creator.  The  oral  law  has  ordained 
that  no  public  worship,  nor  indeed  many  religious  solemnities, 
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can  be  performed,  unless  there  be  ten  persons  present,  but 
from  this  number  it  has  carefully  excluded  the  women,  deter 
mining  that  — 

moron 

'2 


"  It  is  necessary  that  all  these  ten  be  free  and  adult  men." 
(Orach  Chaiim,  55.)  So  that  if  there  should  be  ten  thousand 
women  in  the  synagogue,  they  are  counted  as  nobody,  and 
unless  there  be  ten  men  there  can  be  no  service.  Hence  it  is 
that  the  daughters  of  Israel  are  never  suffered  to  appear  as 
participators  in  the  worship  of  God,  but  are  compelled  to  look 
on  from  a  distance,  as  if  they  had  neither  part  nor  lot  in  the 
matter.  Now  what  reason  is  there  why  women  should  not  be 
regarded  as  worshippers?  Are.  they  not  rational  beings  ?  are 
they  not  creatures  of  God  ?  are  they  not  heirs  of  immortality 
just  as  well  as  the  men  ?  "Will  they  not  join  in  the  praises  of 
the  redeemed  in  Paradise  ;  or  is  the  Mahometan  doctrine  true, 
that  women  have  no  souls  ?  Certainly,  when  one  looks  at  the 
Jewish  synagogue,  one  would  think  so.  Before  marriage  the 
women  never  go  there  at  all,  and  after  marriage  how  seldom. 
On  the  Barbary  coast  they  hardly  ever  go,  and  in  Poland  how 
common  is  it,  whilst  the  men  are  in  the  synagogue  at  prayer, 
to  see  their  wives  outside  loitering  and  chatting,  as  if  the 
public  worship  of  God  was  no  concern  of  theirs.  Even  in  this 
country  the  attendance  of  females  is  not  at  all  equal  to  that  of 
the  men.  How  contrary  is  this  state  of  things  to  the  com 
mand  of  God  in  the  Psalms,  "  Both  young  men  and  maidens  ; 
old  men  and  children  ;  let  them  praise  the  name  of  the  Lord." 
(Psalm  cxlviii.  12.  13.)  And  again,  "Let  every  thing  that 
hath  breath  praise  the  Lord."  (Psalm  cl.  6.)  How  different 
is  the  condition  of  the  Jewish  females  under  the  oral  law, 
from  that  described  by  Moses  :  —  "  When  Miriam,  the  pro 
phetess,  the  sister  of  Aaron,  took  a  timbrel  in  her  hand  ;  and 
all  the  women  went  out  after  her,  with  timbrels  and  with 
dances.  And  Miriam  answered  them,  Sing  ye  to  the  Lord, 
for  he  hath  triumphed  gloriously."  (Exod.  xi.  21.)  Then  the 
women  were  permitted  to  unite  in  the  noblest  work  that  can 
engage  the  soul  of  human  beings,  the  praises  of  our  God.  But 
now  they  are  shut  out,  according  to  the  ordinance  of  the 
rabbies  —  they  are  not  reckoned  amongst  God's  worshippers, 
and  if  ten  thousand  of  them  should  go  co  the  synagogue, 
unless  there  should  also  be  a  sufficient  number  of  men,  a 
disciple  of  the  rabbies  would  count  them  as  nobody,  and  not 
think  it  worth  his  while  to  read  prayers  for  them.  A  law 
like  this  cannot  possibly  proceed  from  God,  He  makes  no  such 
difference  between  male  and  female. 
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"  He  delighteth  not  in  the  strength  of  the  horse  ;  he  taketh 
not  pleasure  in  the  legs  of  a  man."  (Ps.  cxlvii.  10.)  "  The 
sacrifices  of  God  are  a  broken  spirit  ;  a  broken  and  contrite 
heart,  O  God,  thou  wilt  not  despise"  (Ps.  li.  17)  ;  no  matter 
whether  it  be  male  or  female. 

But  the  oral  law  is  not  content  with  degrading  women  by 
refusing  to  number  them  as  a  part  of  the  congregation,  it 
actually  prescribes  a  form  of  daily  prayer  expressive  of  their 
contempt.  Every  day  the  men  say  — 

:  nttfN  ^2  sbtp  Dbisrr  Y?E  irnbs  n  nn«  -p-n 

"  Blessed  art  thou,  0  Lord,  our  God  !  king  of  the  universe, 
who  hath  not  made  me  a  woman."  Whilst  the  women  are 
directed  to  say  — 


71  nn«  -jra 

"  Blessed  art  thou,  O  Lord  our  God  !  King  of  the  universe, 
who  hath  made  me  according  to  his  will."  (Daily  Prayers, 
p.  6.)  The  proud  benediction  of  the  men  is  founded  alto 
gether  on  the  oral  law,  which  promises  rewards  not  to  the 
state  of  the  heart,  but  to  the  external  operation  of  keeping 
God's  commands,  and  as  many  of  them  cannot  be  kept  by  the 
women,  intimates  that  the  men  will  have  a  greater  reward. 
This  prayer,  or  rather  thanksgiving,  refers  especially  to  the 
study  of  the  law,  from  which  they  suppose  the  woman  to  be 
dispensed,  and  for  which  they  expect  no  small  reward  in  the 
world  to  come,  and  upon  which  they  pride  themselves,  par 
ticularly  in  this  present  life.  The  man  who  remembers  the 
day  of  judgment,  when  the  secrets  of  all  hearts  shall  be 
revealed,  or  bears  in  mind  that  the  distinction  of  sex,  like 
the  difference  of  rank  or  office  or  nationality,  is  only  for  this 
world,  will  find  but  little  reason  for  offering  up  any  such 
thanksgiving.  He  knows  that  God  will  render  to  every 
human  being,  not  according  to  sex,  but  according  to  deeds  ; 
and  feeling  that  all,  both  male  and  female,  are  sinners,  will 
see  that  such  arrogance  is  unbecoming  at  all  times,  and  par 
ticularly  odious  at  the  moment  when  he  comes  to  ask  pardon 
of  Him  "  who  spieth  out  all  our  ways."  Instead  of  despising 
others,  under  the  pretence  of  thanking  God,  the  truly  devout 
man  will  be  much  more  ready  to  take  up  the  language  of 
David,  and  say  —  "  Enter  not  into  judgment  with  thy  servant, 
O  Lord  ;  for  in  thy  sight  shall  no  man  living  be  justified." 

It  appears,  from  these  quotations,  that  Maimonides  did  not 
learn  his  contempt  for  womankind  from  the  Mahometans,  but 
from  the  oral  law  and  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue.  Modern 
Judaism  disqualifies  a  woman  from  giving  evidence,  shuts  her 
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out  from  the  study  of  God's  Word,  excludes  her  from  the 
number  of  his  worshippers,  and  even  in  its  prayers  to  God 
pronounces  her  as  nothing  better  than  a  heathen,  or  a  slave : 
for  in  the  preceding  benedictions,  the  man  says  first — "  Blessed 
art  thou,  O  God,  &c.,  who  hath  not  made  me  a  heathen;" 
then,  "  Blessed  art  thou,  &c.,  who  hath  not  made  me  a  slave ;" 
and,  finally,  "  Blessed  art  thou,  &c.,  who  hath  not  made  me  a 
woman."  Now  we  ask  every  Jew  and  Jewess,  into  whose 
hands  this  book  may  fall,  whether  a  religion  which  teaches 
one-half  of  the  human  race  to  despise  and  degrade  the  other 
half,  can  possibly  come  from  God  j*  or  whether  it  is  not  the 
invention  of  narrow-minded  and  vain-glorious  men  ?  Even 
reason  itself  would  tell  us  that  God  can  never  teach  us  to 
despise  the  works  of  his  own  hands,  and  still  less  to  hold  up 
the  mother  who  bore  us,  or  the  companion  who  has  shared  all 
our  joys  and  sorrows,  to  the  scorn  of  a  privileged  class  of 
human  beings.  And  yet  this  is  what  the  oral  law  does,  and 
thereby  shows  that  it  does  not  proceed  from  Him  who  inspired 
Moses  and  the  prophets.  The  writings  of  the  Old  Testament 
furnish  no  warrant  for  female  degradation.  They  commence 
by  telling  us  that  the  woman  as  well  as  the  man  was  formed 
in  the  image  of  God,  and  that  though  woman  was  first  led  into 
transgression,  yet  that  she  should  have  the  honour  of  giving 
birth  to  him  who  should  bruise  the  serpent's  head.  (Gen. 
iii.  15.)  They  tell  us  further,  that  when  God  was  pleased 
to  give  the  commandments  from  Sinai,  that  he  exacted  of  all 
children  to  honour  the  mother  as  well  as  the  father — "  Honour 
thy  father  and  thy  mother."  But  how  is  it  possible  for  any 
one  to  honour  his  mother  who  despises  her  as  an  inferior  being, 
does  not  look  upon  her  as  fit  to  give  evidence  in  a  court  of  law, 
and  even  makes  it  a  matter  of  public  thanksgiving  that  he  is 
not  like  her  ?  Surely  such  an  one  is  much  more  like  him  of 
whom  it  is  said — 

:  IBM  nnn  nis  b^os 

"  A  foolish  man  despiseth  his  mother."  (Prov.  xv.  20.)  The 
oral  law  is,  in  this  respect,  altogether  inconsistent  with  the 
law  of  God.  The  former  tells  fathers  to  leave  their  daughters 
without  any  religious  education,  and  the  latter  supposes  that 
they  have  been  so  well  taught  as  to  be  able  to  teach  their  sons. 
Thus  Solomon  says,  more  than  once,  "  My  son,  keep  thy 
father's  commandment,  and  forsake  not  the  law  of  thy  mother," 
~pS  m  W  (Prov.  vi.  20.)  But  how  is  it  possible  for  those 
Jewish  mothers,  in  Poland  or  Africa  for  instance,  who  cannot 
even  read  themselves,  to  teach  their  sons  P  or,  even  suppose 
they  could  read,  how  can  a  son  believe  in  his  mother's  instruc 
tion,  when  the  oral  law  tells  him  that  she  is  not  qualified  to 
give  testimony  ?  But  the  Bible  does  not  teach  us  merely 
R  2 
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to  have  a  respect  for  our  own  mother,  but  shows  us  generally 
that  God  is  no  respecter  of  persons,  and  that  he  bestows  his 
gifts  upon  all.  It  presents  to  our  view  many  women,  as  Sarah, 
Itebecca,  Miriam,  Deborah,  and  Hannah,  as  examples  of  piety, 
and  informs  us  that  in  the  time  of  salvation,  he  will  pour  out 
his  Spirit  upon  all  flesh,  without  any  distinction  of  sex  or 
nation.  "  And  it  shall  come  to  pass  afterward,  that  I  will  pour 
out  my  spirit  upon  all  flesh  ;  and  your  sons  and  your  daughters 
shall  prophesy."  (Joel  iii.  1.  In  the  English  Bible,  ii.  28.) 
Yea,  as  if  to  mock  the  rabbies  arid  the  oral  law,  God  adds,  that 
it  shall  be  given  even  to  the  male  and  female  slaves. 

nann  n^n  mnstpn  bsn  O'nnsn  b^ 

ns 


"  Yea,  even  upon  the  servants  and  handmaids,  in  those  days, 
will  I  pour  out  my  spirit."  The  two  classes  of  human  beings 
whom,  next  to  the  Amharatzin,  the  oral  law  treats  with  the 
most  indignity,  are  women  and  slaves  :  but  God's  thoughts  are 
not  like  the  rabbies'  thoughts,  and  he,  therefore,  graciously 
stands  forth  as  the  vindicator  of  the  oppressed,  and  promises 
even  to  these  classes  the  gift  of  prophecy.  Here  again,  then, 
we  see  that  "  as  far  as  the  east  is  from  the  west,"  so  different 
is  God's  law  from  the  present  religion  of  the  Jewish  people. 
The  religion  of  the  rabbies  is  a  grinding  tyranny,  oppressive  to 
the  Gentiles,  to  slaves,  yea,  and  to  all  unlearned  Jews,  and 
that  does  not  even  spare  the  wives,  the  mothers,  and  the 
daughters  of  Israel.  Wherever  the  oral  law  can  have  its  full 
sway,  as  in  Mahometan  countries,  the  women  are  left  totally 
destitute  of  learning  and  religion  —  they  are  not  even  taught  to 
read.  In  not  one  of  those  countries  is  a  school  for  female 
children  to  be  found.  It  is  only  in  Christian  lands  that  the 
daughters  of  Israel  get  any  education,  or  ever  attain  to 
anything  like  that  station  which  God  destined  them  to  fill. 
Wnerever  the  light  of  Christianity  shines,  however  feeble,  ifc 
ameliorates  the  condition  of  the  female  portion  of  the  Jewish 
nation,  and  compels  even  the  disciples  of  Rabbinism  to  take  a 
little  more  care  of  their  souls  and  their  intellects.  Jewish 
females  are  therefore  deeply  indebted  to  the  doctrines  of  Jesus 
of  Nazareth.  If  he  had  not  risen  up  against  the  oral  law,  they 
would  be  universally  classed  with  slaves,  idiots,  and  Amha- 
rat/in.  He  has  delivered  them  from  this  degradation.  Let 
them  then  consider  the  religion  of  Jesus,  and  the  religion 
which  the  rabbies  have  taught  them,  and  then  let  them  decide 
which  is  most  beneficial  to  their  temporal  and  eternal  welfare. 
The  religion  that  comes  from  God  must  be  beneficial  to  all  his 
rational  creatures.  A  religion  that  oppresses  or  disdains  any 
one  class,  and  deprives  them  of  religious  instruction,  cannot 
come  from  him. 
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POLYGAMY. 

GREAT  and  striking  is  the  difference  of  position  which 
womankind  occupies  in  Europe  and  in  the  countries  of  the 
East.  In  the  latter  they  are  men's  slaves :  in  the  former  his 
companions.  In  the  latter  they  are  objects  of  contempt  even 
to  their  own  sons.  In  the  former  they  are  the  honoured 
instruments  to  impart  the  first  elements  of  learning  and  re- 
igion.  Here  in  Europe  they  appear  as  co-heirs,  with  man,  of 
"eason,  of  intellect,  of  liberty  and  immortality  ;  but  there  they 
?eem  to  be  an  inferior  race  of  beings,  at  the  very  most  a  better 
sort  of  domestic  animal.  That  the  European  state  of  things  is 
more  agreeable  to  God's  intention  in  the  creation  of  male  and 
female  is  evident  from  the  consideration,  that  there  one  half  of 
the  human  race  is  doomed  to  degradation  and  misery,  whilst 
here  they  enjoy  a  becoming  respect,  and  a  much  larger  portion 
of  happiness ;  and  still  more  from  observing  the  effects  of  the 
two  systems.  Here  the  intellectual  and  moral  powers  of 
mankind  have  far  advanced  towards  perfection,  but  there  the 
human  race  is  still  debased  and  barbarous.  Now  that,  which 
makes  happy  and  improves,  must  necessarily  be  more  agree 
able  to  God's  purpose  in  creation,  than  that  wThich  degrades 
and  makes  unhappy  ;  and  this  argument  will  also  go  far  to 
prove  that  another  striking  feature  of  difference,  which  distin 
guishes  the  West  from  the  East,  is  also  more  in  accordance 
with  the  will  of  God  ;  we  mean  the  fact  that  here  men  have- 
only  one  wife,  whilst  there  they  have  many.  There  can  be  no 
doubt  that  this  characteristic  of  European  life  conduces  much 
to  the  well-being  and  the  peace  of  families,  as  well  as  to  the 
moral  and  intellectual  improvement  of  individuals.  In  these 
two  great  advantages  and  means  of  happiness  the  Jewesses  of 
Europe  participate.  They  are  not  illiterate  slaves  like  their 
sisters  in  the  c  a.st,  neither  do  they  divide  their  husbands'  affec 
tions  with  many.  Here  the  Jews,  like  the  Christians,  have 
only  one  wife.  It  becomes,  therefore,  a  most  interesting 
subject  of  inquiry  to  know  to  what  the  European  Jewesses  are 
indebted  for  this  superiority  of  respect  and  happiness.  Is  it  to 
their  own  religion,  or  to  the  religion  of  Christians,  that  is,  is  it 
to  Judaism  or  Christianity  ?  We  might  answer  at  once,  that 
Judaism  has  certainly  not  produced  this  salutary  difference,  for 
then  it  would  have  produced  the  same  effect  in  Mahometan 
countries,  but  we  prefer  referring  to  the  oral  law  itself.  We  ' 
have  already  shown  that  modern  Judaism  degrades  women  to  t 
the  level  of  slaves  and  Amharatzin  :  we  shall  now  prove  that/ 
the  Jewesses  are  not  indebted  to  it  for  the  abolition  of  polyijamy. 
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When  Napoleon  assembled  the  famous  Parisian  Sanhedrin,  he 
proposed  this  question  to  the  Jewish  deputies,  "Is  it  lawful 
for  Jews  to  marry  ^  more  than  one  wife  ?  "  To  which  they 
returned  the  following  answer  :  —  "  It  is  not  lawful  for  Jews  to 
marry  more  than  one  wife  :  in  all  European  countries  they 
conform  to  the  general  practice  of  marrying  only  one.  Moses 
does  not  command  expressly  to  take  several  ;  but  he  does  not 
forbid  it.  He  seems  even  to  adopt  that  custom  as  generally 
prevailing,  since  he  settles  the  rights  of  inheritance  between 
children  of  different  wives.  Although  this  practice  still  pre 
vails  in  the  East,  yet  their  ancient  doctors  have  enjoined  them 
to  restrain  from  taking  more  than  one  wife,  except  when  the 
man  is  enabled  by  his  fortune  to  maintain  several.  The  case 
has  been  different  in  the  West;  the  wish  of  adopting  the 
customs  of  the  inhabitants  of  this  part  of  the  world  has  in 
duced  the  Jews  to  renounce  polygamy.  But  as  several  indi 
viduals  still  indulged  in  that  practice,  a  synod  was  convened  at 
Worms  in  the  eleventh  century,  composed  of  one  hundred 
rabbles,  with  Guerson  (Gershom)  at  their  head.  This  assembly 
pronounced  an  anathema  against  every  Israelite  who  should, 
in  future,  take  more  than  one  wife.  Although  this  prohibition 
was  not  to  last  for  ever,  the  influence  of  European  manners  has 
universally  prevailed."  (Transactions  of  the  Sanhedrin,  p.  150.) 
A  more  evasive,  false,  and  inconsistent  answer  has  rarely  been 
given  to  a  plain  straightforward  question.  First  they  say 
decidedly,  that  it  is  not  lawful  for  Jews  to  marry  more  than 
one  wife  :  then  they  spend  a  page  in  contradicting  themselves, 
and  at  last  acknowledge  that  the  abolition  of  polygamy  was 
first  owing  to  the  anathema  of  a  rabbi,  and  that  it  is  now  to 
be  attributed  to  the  influence  of  European  manners.  But  what 
are  European  manners  ?  What  religion  do  Europeans  profess  ? 
Plainly  the  religion  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth,  so  that  here  the 
Jewish  deputies  acknowledge  that  if  Jewish  wives  have  not 
got  three  or  four  or  more  rivals  shut  up  with  them  in  the  same 
house,  they  owe  this  benefit  to  Christianity.  But  we  must  not 
rest  satisfied  with  this  answer  of  the  Parisian  deputies  ;  we 
must  ask  the  oral  law  itself,  whether  it  is  lawful  for  Jews 
to  many  more  than  one  wife,  and  must  hear  the  oral  law's 
reply.  It  answers  thus  :  — 

nnw  ran  ^n  nso  ibs5«  ^tra  n»3  DTH  wana 
rrrrtp  sim  <  nnsb  ribi^  v-ia?s  ?ssi  it  -in«  in    ^ 
:  nnsi  nnw  b:>b  ^K-D  mw  mon  ISE?  ]rpb 


"  A  man  may  marry  many  wives,  even  a  hundred,  either  at 
once,  or  one  after  the  other,  and  his  wife  cannot  prevent  it,  pro 
vided  that  he  is  able  to  give  to  each  suitable  food,  clothing, 
and  marriage-duty."  (lad  Hachasakah  Hilchoth  Ishuth.,  c. 
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xiv.  3.)  This  is  rather  different  doctrine  from  that  of  the 
Parisian  Sanhedrin.  Here  it  is  plain  that  the  oral  law  allows 
a  man  to  have  more  than  one  wife,  and  does  not  stint  him  at 
all  as  to  the  number.  The  Arbah  Turim  teaches  precisely  the 
same  doctrine,  except  that  it  advises  a  man  not  to  marry  more 
than  four  :  — 


DTS   Kttn3    Wm    1DMT    D^3    HED   DTS    SttTO 

b::Ei   i  Tnpis'm  cp^nb  n^ssi  Him  »  0^3 
ens  i-w  Hbo?  raito  nss  n^sn  ism 


"  A  man  may  marry  many  wives,  for  Rabba  says  it  is  lawful 
to  do  so,  if  he  can  provide  for  them.  Nevertheless,  the  wise 
men  have  given  good  advice,  that  a  man  should  not  marry  more 
than  four  wives."  (Even  Haezer,  1.)  So  far  then  as  Judaism 
is  concerned,  poligamy  is  lawful  ;  and  a  Jew  that  would  even 
restrict  himself  according  to  the  -advice  of  the  rabbies,  might 
still  have  four  wives.  It  is  not  his  religion  that  teaches  him  to 
be  content  with  one  :  and  therefore,  we  must,  further,  inquire 
how  it  is  that  the  Jews,  who  consider  polygamy  lawful,  do  not 
indulge  in  it.  The  Parisian  deputies  have  already  informed  us 
that  it  still  prevails  in  the  East,  and  that  it  prevailed  in  Europe 
until  the  eleventh  century,  when  R.  Gershom  anathematized  it. 
In  the  place  just  cited  we  find  a  similar  statement  :  — 

I^N  nns  ntt?w  mbs  mtz^b  sba? 
a'nnn  Tittro  n  t  inttfs  bs  mns  nttfw  st^b 
pi  cmnn  Mb   nan'a  bnw  in^s 
tnspn 


"  In  a  place  where  the  custom  is  to  marry  only  one  wife,  it 
is  not  permitted  to  marry  more  than  one  woman.  R.  Gershom 
anathematized  any  one  that  should  marry  a  second,  whilst  his 
wife  was  alive  ;  but  this  anathema  does  not  extend  to  the  case 
of  the  widow  of  a  brother,  who  has  died  without  children,  nor 
to  the  case  of  a  woman  who  is  only  betrothed.  This  ordinance, 
however,  does  not  obtain  in  all  lands,  and  the  anathema  was 
only  to  last  until  the  end  of  the  fifth  thousand  years."  Hence 
it  appears  that  before  R.  Gershom,  polygamy  was  lawful  and 
practised  by  the  Jews  in  Europe,  but  that  he  forbade  it  except  in 
particular  cases  ;  and  further,  that  It.  Gershom's  prohibition  was 
only  temporary,  it  was  to  have  full  force  until  the  end  of  the 
fifth  thousand  years,  that  is,  until  the  year  1240  of  the  Christian 
era.  This  period  is  now  long  past,  for  the  Jews  reckon  this  year 
5597,  and  Gershom's  anathema  has  therefore  lost  its  force  ; 
consequently,  the  only  obstacle  which  their  religion  opposed  to 
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polygamy  has  been  removed,  and,  so  far  as  conscience  is 
concerned,  every  professor  of  Judaism  must  feel  himself  at 
liberty  to  marry  as  many  wives  as  he  likes.  He  knows  that 
II.  Gershom's  anathema  has  expired,  and  if  he  goes  to  the 
codes  of  Jewish  law,  he  finds  that  it  is  left  doubtful.  For  in 
stance,  the  note  on  the  passage  just  cited  says — 

amBrn  mpnn  ibs  rwro  ban   mpn 
mznrn  ^DIDI  n^a  TitP     som     si  "rzro 
7™  nns  tznub  n^3  a 
tznn  -DEE?  •>&  ^iDb  ^s 
^si    i  wnnn  *p«  abttn  -QDIP  nnsn  pizn:i 

:  p  ] 

"  Nevertheless,  in  all  these  countries  the  ordinance  and  the 
custom  remain  in  force,  and  it  is  not  lawful  to  marry  two  wives ; 
and  he  that  transgresses  and  does  so  is  to  be  compelled  by 
anathema  and  excommunication  to  divorce  one  of  them.  But 
some  say  that  in  the  present  time  he  that  transgresses  the 
anathema  of  R.  Gershom  is  not  to  be  compelled,  for  the  five 
thousand  years  have  been  completed  long  since ;  but  the  custom 
is  not  according  to  this."  Here  then  are  two  opinions.  The 
most  strict  of  the  two  is,  that  polygamy  is  now  not  lawful,  and 
that  he  who  marries  two  wives  must  divorce  one  of  them  :  but 
even  this  cannot  be  very  satisfactory  to  the  woman  whom  he 
first  married,  for  it  does  not  define  wrhich  of  the  two  is  to  be 
divorced.  It  only  requires  that  one  of  them  should  be  divorced, 
and  leaves  it  to  the  man  himself  to  divorce  which  he  pleases. 
The  other  opinion  is,  that  polygamy  is  now  lawful,  and  that  he 
is  not  to  be  compelled  to  divorce  either.  Hence  it  appears  that 
it  is  not  Judaism  which  protects  the  rights  and  the  happiness  of 
Jewish  women,  or  the  peace  and  comfort  of  Jewish  families. 
The  influence  and  the  laws  of  Christianity  forbid  polygamy. 
To  Christianity,  then,  Jewish  females  are  indebted,  not  only  for 
the  station  which  they  hold  in  society,  but  for  the  peace  which 
they  enjoy  in  their  homes.  Wherever  Christianity  has  no 
power,  mere  the  Jews  may  take  as  many  wives  as  they  please : 
and  if  ever  Judaism  should  obtain  supreme  power,  Jewesses 
must  expect  to  be  again  degraded  into  the  category  of.  slaves 
and  Amharatzin,  and  to  have  their  domestic  peace  annihilated 
by  the  introduction  of  new  wives  and  families.  It  may  be  re- 

Elied,  that  this  objection  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  written 
iw,  for  that  Moses  himself  allows  polygamy.  But  to  this  we 
answer,  that  Moses  only  tolerated  polygamy,  but  that  he  shows 
clearly  that  it  was  not  the  purpose  of  God,  that  men  should 
have  more  wives  than  one.  He  found  an  evil  custom  exist 
ing  amongst  a  people  debased  by  Egyptian  slavery,  and  like 
a  wise  reformer,  he  did  not  commence  his  improvements  by 
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destroying  all  that  existed,  but  endeavoured  to  restrain  the 
evil,  to  show  that  it  was  contrary  to  God's  original  institution, 
and  to  point  out  the  consequences.  He  did  not  immediately 
pronounce  it  unlawful,  for  that  would  have  been  attended  with 
serious  inconveniences,  but  by  the  direction  of  God  gave  laws 
to  protect  the  wives  and  children.  In  the  beginning  of  Genesis 
— he  showed  that  God's  will  was,  that  a  man  should  have  only 
one  wife,  for  that  he  did  not  create  several  women,  but  only 
one.  He  gives  the  words  of  God,  saying,  "  It  is  not  good  that 
the  man  should  be  alone :  I  will  make  him  an  help  meet  for 
him  1"T2DD  ~iTl?>"  where  "  help"  is  in  the  singular  number,  to 
show  that  man  was  not  to  have  more  than  one  help  meet  for 
him.  And  again,  those  words,  "  Therefore  shall  a  man  leave  his 
father  and  his  mother,  and  shall  cleave  unto  his  wife,"  not  unto 
his  wives,  but  to  his  wife  ;  where  it  is  also  to  be  observed,  that 
God  is  laying  down  a  law,  not  for  Adam  only,  but  for  coming 
generations.  By  exhibiting  the  original  institution  of  marriage 
in  Paradise,  whilst  man  was  yet  innocent,  and  stating  the 
original  law  and  purpose  of  God,  Moses  plainly  showed,  that 
God's  will  was,  that  a  man  should  have  only  one  wife.  He 
then  goes  on  to  show,  that  the  first  who  departed  from  this 
original  institution  was  Lamech,  one  of  the  wicked  descendants 
of  wicked  Cain.  "  And  Lamech  took  unto  him  two  wives," 
(Gen.  iv.  19,)  whom  he  held  up  as  a  warning,  recording  of  him 
only  that  he  had  two  wives,  and  that  he  was  a  murderer.  With 
this  he  contrasts  the  conduct  of  Xoah  and  his  sons,  who  had 
only  one  wife  each.  In  the  history  of  the  patriarchs  he  shows 
the  evil  consequences  of  polygamy.  He  shows  that  it  was  not 
the  will  of  Abraham  to  take  a  second  wife,  but  that  Sarah  in 
her  eagerness  to  have  children  misled  him,  and  that  discord 
and  domestic  trouble  soon  followed.  And  by  all  the  troubles 
which  the  sons  of  Ishmael  have  since  inflicted  upon  the  children 
of  Isaac,  God  has,  in  his  providence,  confirmed  the  moral  to  be 
drawn  from  the  Mosaic  narrative.  Moses  then  points  out  the 
happiness  of  Isaac,  who  had  only  one  wife;  and  the  troubles 
of  Jacob,  who,  not  by  his  own  choice,  but  by  the  wickedness  of 
Laban  and  the  folly  of  Laban's  daughters,  had  more  than  one  ; 
and  last  of  all,  Moses  gave  in  himself  an  example  of  the  con 
duct  which  he  wished  Israel  to  pursue  by  having  only  one  wife 
himself.  A  careful  examination,  therefore,  of  the  law  of  Moses 
will  show  that  he  only  tolerated  polygamy  as  an  existing  evil, 
but  that  he  intended  to  discourage  it,  by  exhibiting  the  original 
institution  of  marriage,  and  the  many  evils  that  result  from  a 
departure  from  God's  purpose.  When,  therefore,  we  show  that 
the  oral  law  permits  men  to  have  more  wives  than  one,  and 
that  consequently  it  is  accountable  for  all  the  evil  thence 
resulting,  "we  cannot  be  charged  with  reproaching  the  law  of 
Moses.  The  oral  law  says  expressly,  that  a  man  may  marry 
K  3 
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many  wives,  even  a  hundred.  The  law  of  Moses  nowhere  says 
any  thing-  of  the  kind.  It  only  legislates  in  case  that  such  a 
thing  should  happen.  The  oral  law  plainly  advises  a  man  not 
to  take  more  than  four  wives.  The  law  of  Moses  holds  up  the 
evil  of  having  more  than  one.  If  men  would  carefully  read  the 
law  of  Moses,  they  would  see  that  the  original  intention  was, 
that  a  man  should  have  only  one  wife.  But  if  a  man  follow 
the  oral  law,  he  will  be  encouraged  to  take  as  many  as  he  can 
support.  It  is  evident,  therefore,  that  if  the  Jews  in  Europe 
do  not  practise  polygamy,  their  conduct  is  not  to  he  ascribed  to 
the  influence  of  Judaism,  but  of  Christianity. 

It  is,  further,  evident  that  this  Christian  practice  of  having 
only  one  wife,  cannot  be  objected  to  as  an  unauthorized  altera 
tion  of  the  law  of  Moses.  If  R.  Gershom  was  allowed  to  forbid 
polygamy,  and  the  Jews  considered  themselves  bound  to  obey 
him,  they  cannot  reasonably  object  to  the  Christian  laws  on  the 
same  subject.  Christianity  has  only  effected  by  its  influence 
what  II.  Gershom  endeavoured  to  accomplish  by  anathema. 
The  only  difference  is,  that  Christianity  was  first,  and  that  R. 
Gershom  learnt  the  evil  of  polygamy  from  Christians.  If  it 
was  lawful  for  a  rabbi,  it  was  still  more  lawful  for  the  Messiah 
to  restore  the  original  constitution  of  marriage  as  established 
in  Paradise,  and  to  deliver  Jewish  wives  and  families  from  al. 
that  confusion  and  discord  which  results  from  polygamy.  But 
it  is  particularly  deserving  of  notice  that  R.  Gershom,  by  for 
bidding  the  Jews  to  have  more  wives  than  one,  made  a  great 
and  decided  change  in  the  oral  law.  That  which  the  oral  law 
allows,  R.  Gershom  forbids.  We  grant,  indeed,  that  by  thus 
changing  the  oral  law,  he  approximated  to  the  mind  and  inten 
tion  of  Moses  :  but  he  altered  the  oral  law,  and  thereby  shows 
us  that  he  himself  did  not  believe  that  the  oral  law  was  to  last 
for  ever,  or  that  it  is  of  eternal  obligation.  If  he  had  considered 
it  unchangeable,  he  would  not  have  dared  to  make  the  change ; 
but  by  making  so  important  a  change  as  this,  to  forbid  what  it 
allows,  he  plainly  shows  it  as  his  opinion,  that  w^here  there  is 
a  grave  reason,  the  oral  law  may  be  changed  or  abolished ;  and 
all  the  Jews  who  acquiesce  in  his  ordinance,  and  think  it  is 
unlawful  to  marry  more  wives  than  one,  consent  to  the  change. 
But  if  it  be  lawful  to  change  in  one  thing,  it  must  also  be  law 
ful  to  change  in  another,  so  that  the  rabbinical  Jews  have  no 
reason  whatever  for  reproaching  their  brethren  who  renounce 
the  oral  law  totally.  Such  persons  are  only  acting  upon  a  prin 
ciple  practically  acknowledged  by  all  the  Jews  of  Europe.  It 
may  be  said  that  R.  Gershom's  change  was  only  temporary, 
and  that  the  present  acquiescence  of  European  Jews  is  only  a 
sort  of  homage  to  Christian  principles.  This  is  certainly  true, 
and  this  reply  leads  us  to  consider  the  dreary  prospect  presented 
to  Jewish  females,  if  ever  modern  Judaism  should  obtain  power. 
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The  influence  of  Christian  principle  would  then  cease, — poly 
gamy  would  again  be  lawful,  and  the  matrons  of  Israel,  who 
now  appear  as  the  participators  in  the  family  government  and 
the  guides  of  their  households,  would  again  be  degraded  into 
one  of  a  herd  of  female  slaves.  They  might^have  a  hundred 
competitors  and  rivals  in  their  husbands'  affections,  and  even  if 
the  husband  should  follow  the  advice  of  the  rabbies,  and  take 
only  four  wives,  they  would  at  least  have  three.  Now,  we  ask 
every  matron  in  Israel  whether  she  would  wish  such  a  change, 
or  whether  she  would  prefer  the  present  state  of  things,  where 
a  man  can  have  only  one  wife  ?  If  she  prefers  the  present  state, 
then  she  prefers  the  Christian  principle,  and  acknowledges  that 
Christianity  is  better  than  Judaism.  If  she  does  not  wish  for 
the  restoration  of  polygamy,  then  she  confesses  that  the  doc 
trines  of  Judaism  are  injurious,  and  that  she  does  not  desire  the 
triumph  of  her  own  religion.  Then  why  should  she  profess  a 
religion  which  she  acknowledges  to  be  prejudicial  to  her  wel 
fare — or  why  should  she  reject  a  religion  which  protects  her 
peace  and  comfort  ?  There  can  be  no  question,  that  Christianity 
has  prevented  amongst  the  Jews  that  practice  of  having  many 
wives  ;  it  has,  therefore,  been  a  blessing  to  Jewish  families  for 
centuries ;  why,  then,  should  they  despise  or  oppose  a  religion 
which  has  been,  and  still  is,  a  blessing  ?  And  we  propose  this 
question,  not  only  to  Jewish  wives,  but  to  Jewish  husbands. 
Is  it  not  a  fact,  that  God's  original  institution  was  that  a  man 
should  have  only  one  wife— does  not  Moses  show  that  the  first 
polygamist  was  a  descendant  of  wicked  Cain,  and,  that  family 
discord  and  unhappiness  is  the  consequence  of  having  more 
wives  than  one  ?  Does  not  reason,  and  the  state  of  Mahometan 
countries,  show  that  where  there  are  many  wives,  woman  is 
degraded,  and  the  edacation  of  children  necessarily  neglected? 
Is  not  the  moral,  the  intellectual,  and  scientific  progress  of  man 
kind  greatly  superior  in  Christian  countries,  where  men  have 
only  one  wife  ?  Is  not,  then,  the  practice  of  having  only  one 
wife  a  blessing  ?  Has  it  not  been  a  blessing  to  Jewish  husbands, 
wives,  and  children  ?  Are  not,  then,  the  Jews  deeply  indebted 
to  Christianity  for  that  measure  of  peace  and  moral  improve 
ment  which  they  have  derived  from  this  practice  ?  And  would 
not  an  adherence  to  their  own  oral  law  in  the  same  degree  have 
proved  a  disadvantage,  if  not  a  curse  ?  How,  then,  can  they 
oppose  a  religion  which  has  been  to  them  a  blessing  ? — or  how 
can  they  adhere  to  a  religion  which  contains  principles  subver 
sive  of  their  domestic  peace,  and  destructive  to  the  well-being, 
and  the  moral  and  intellectual  improvement  of  one-half  the 
human  race  ?  The  rabbies  say,  that  the  oral  law  is  eternal  in 
its  obligation :  if  so,  then  polygamy  is  to  be  eternal  in  its  con 
tinuance,  and  then  men  are  never  to  return  to  that  state  of 
perfection  which  they  enjoyed  in  Paradise.  Who  is  there  that 
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does  not  see  that  the  race  of  men  was  most  happy  when  sm  was 
unknown,  and  most  perfect  in  intellect  when  he  could  hold  con 
verse  with  the  Deity  and  dwell  in  the  garden  of  God  ?  But  if 
Judaism  be  true,  men  are  never  again  to  enjoy  that  state,  for 
then  polygamy  was  unknown.  Adam  had  only  one  wife ;  and 
until  sin  entered  into  the  world,  and  ripened  even  into  murder, 
no  man  had  two  wives.  Judaism  is,  therefore,  opposed  to  the 
pure  and  perfect  state  of  things  that  existed  in  Paradise,  and 
favourable  to  that  confusion  introduced  by  the  murderous  La- 
mech,  the  son  of  murderous  Cain — and  Christianity  resembles, 
in  its  principles  of  marriage,  the  happy  state  ordained  by  God 
in  Paradise.  Here,  then,  we  have  another  and  a  practical  proof 
that  the  oral  law  is  not  of  God.  Its  authors  totally  misunder 
stood  the  mind  and  purpose  of  Moses,  the  servant  of  God,  and 
misinterpreted  his  temporary  toleration  of  an  existing  evil  into 
a  positive  permission  and  sanction  for  continuing  it.  We  have 
also  another  proof  of  the  divine  origin  of  Christianity. 


No   XLVIII. 

DIVORCE. 

WHEN  God  delivered  the  commandments  at  Sinai,  he  placed 
those  which  related  to  himself  first,  to  teach  us  that  our  first 
duty  is  to  love  and  serve  him :  and  immediately  after  these  he 
gave  the  command  "  Honour  thy  father  and  thy  mother,"  to 
show  us  that,  next  to  himself,  we  are  bound  to  reverence,  to 
love,  and  to  obey  those  to  whom  wre  owe  our  existence.  This 
order  of  things  was  not  an  arbitrary  choice,  but  founded  in  that 
natural  constitution  of  creation  which  God  ordained  as  most 
conducive  to  the  intellectual  and  moral  well-being  as  well  as  to 
the  happiness  of  his  creatures.  He  does  not  command  us  to 
love  and  serve  Him,  and  Him  only,  merely  because  He  has  the 
right  on  the  one  hand,  and  it  is  our  bounden  duty  on  the  other  ; 
but  because  a  conformity  to  his  will  is  an  approximation  both 
to  wisdom  and  happiness.  Neither  does  he  tell  us  to  honour 
father  and  mother,  because  we  owe  them  all  such  reverence,  as 
from  them  we  have  derived  our  being,  and  to  them  are  indebted 
for  all  the  care  and  affection  with  which  they  have  tended  and 
watched  over  our  infancy  :  but  because  He  has  himself  consti 
tuted  the  relation  of  parent  and  child,  and  ordained  parental 
affection  and  filial  duty  as  the  means  of  promoting  our  welfare 
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in  time  and  in  eternity.  Any  religion,  therefore,  whose  ten 
dency  is  to  render  obedience  to  that  command  impossible,  must 
not  only  be  contrary  to  the  will  of  God,  but  to  the  happiness 
of  man  ;  and  this  is  one  of  the  many  reasons  for  which  we  think 
that  Judaism  must  be  false.  The  religion  of  the  oral  law  has 
a  direct  tendency  to  diminish  a  son's  respect  for  his  mother. 
We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  in  this  or  any  other  Christian 
country  Jewish  sons  despise  their  mothers.  The  co-existence 
of  Christianity  necessarily  counteracts  the  development  of  rab 
binical  principles.  We  intend  only  to  exhibit  the  natural  and 
necessary  consequences,  if  there  wrere  no  counteracting  force. 
The  contempt  which  the  oral  law  pours  upon  women  in  general, 
and  the  encouragement  which  it  gives  to  polygamy  have  neces 
sarily  the  effect  of  lessening  their  respect  both  in  the  eyes  of 
their  husbands  and  their  sons,  and  this  tendency  is  still  more 
increased  by  the  rabbinic  doctrine  of  divorce,  which  we  now 
propose  to  consider.  The  law  of  Moses  permits  divorce  under 
certain  circumstances.  It  says,  "  When  a  man  hath  taken  a 
wife,  and  married  her,  and  it  come  to  pass  that  she  find  no 
favour  in  his  eyes,  because  he  hath  found  some  uncleanness, 
-Q"!  n*Hl7>  in  her  ;  then  let  him  write  her  a  bill  of  divorce 
ment,  and  give  it  in  her  hand,  and  send  her  out  of  his  house," 
&c.  (IJeut.  xxiv.  1.)  But  this  permission,  founded  on  grave 
and  important  considerations,  the  rabbies  have  perverted  into 
an  unlimited  licence  to  divorce  on  the  most  trifling  pretext. 
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"  The  school  of  Shamai  says,  A  man  is  not  to  divorce  his 
wife  unless  he  shall  find  some  unelcanness  in  her,  for  they 
interpret  the  verse  according  to  its  simple  meaning,  if  she  find 
no  favour  in  his  eyes  on  account  of  his  finding  some  uu- 
cluanness  in  her.  The  school  of  Hillel  thinks,  that  if  a  woman 
let  the  broth  burn  it  is  sufficient,  for  they  interpret  the  words, 
'  a  matter  of  uncleanness,'  to  mean,  Either  uncleanness,  or  any 
other  matter  in  which  she  has  offended  him.  But  K.  Akiva 
thinks,  that  a  man  may  divorce  his  wife,  if  he  only  find 
another  handsomer  than  she  is,  for  he  interprets  the  verse 
thus,  '  If  she  find  no  favour  in  his  eyes,'  where  he  explains 
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favour  to  refer  to  the  favour  of  beauty,  or  if  he  find  a  matter  of 
unclean  ness.  But  the  legal  decision  is  according-  to  the  school 
of  Hillel,  that  is,  if  a  wife  sin  against  her  husband,  he  may 
divorce  her."  (Arbah  Turim,  Hilchoth  Gittin.,  1.)  This  mon 
strous  passage  is  in  itself  sufficient  to  shake  the  authority 
of  the  oral  law,  for  in  the  first  place  we  find  three  grave 
authorities,  Shamai,  Hillel,  and  Akiva,  all  differing  as  to  the 
sense  of  a  most  important  passage,  bearing  upon  a  subject  that 
most  nearly  affects  the  happiness  and  well-being  of  human 
society.  One  of  the  gravest  questions  that  can  be  propounded 
is,  When  is  a  man  justified  in  divorcing  his  wife  ?  If  there  be 
an  oral  law  at  all,  it  ought  certainly  to  answer  this  question 
clearly,  unequivocally,  and  satisfactorily.  The  existence  of  dis 
putation  shows  that  these  three  rabbies  had  no  authoritative 
tradition  on  the  subject,  but  were  merely  giving  their  own 
private  opinions  :  and  that  therefore  the  assertion,  that  an  oral 
law  exists,  is  a  mere  fiction  invented  to  impose  upon  the  cre 
dulous,  but  insufficient  to  beget  faith  in  any  man  or  woman 
that  will  make  use  of  the  reason  given  by  God.  The  old  fable, 
that  God  caused  a  voice  to  be  heard  from  heaven,  saying,  when 
the  rabbies  differ,  "  That 

:  n^n  n^nbs  «nm  ibwi  ibs 

both  speak  the  words  of  the  living  God,"  will  not  do  now. 
Every  one  can  understand  that  God  does  not  speak  contra 
dictions.  No  one  will  believe  that  the  profane  sentiment  of  E. 
Akiva,  That  a  man  may  divorce  his  wife  as  soon  as  he  finds 
another  who  pleases  him  better,  can  proceed  from  the  God  of 
holiness  and  justice.  It  is  true  that  his  opinion  is  not  the 
law  ;  but  the  opinion  of  Hillel,  which  is  the  law,  is  not  a  whit 
better.  It  pronounces  that  if  a  woman  only  spoil  the  broth 
she  may  be  divorced :  now  this  interpretation  of  the  wrords  of 
Moses  is  plainly  contrary  to  the  grammatical  sense  :  rVY"}37  is 
in  Regimen  (n^ED)  and  joined  to  "Q7J  by  a  munach,  and 
can  therefore  by  no  means  be  separated  from  it  so  as  to  signify 
"  Either  uncleanness  or  some  other  matter."  The  words  of 
Moses,  the  points,  and  the  accents,  all  decide  that  there  is 
only  one  cause  for  which  a  man  may  put  away  his  wife.  Hillel 
and  his  successors  have  wilfully  passed  by  the  plain  sense  of 
the  Hebrew  words,  in  their  eagerness  to  obtain  a  facility  fou 
putting  away  their  wives.  They  were  not  ignorant  of  the 
right  sense,  for  that  was  plainly  asserted  by  Shamai,  but  were 
determined  to  get  rid  of  it ;  and  such  was  the  state  of  the  Jews 
at  the  time,  that  they  had  influence  enough  to  turn  their  false 
interpretation  into  law  ;  and  such  has  been  the  state  of  the 
Jews  ever  since,  that  it  continues  law  to  this  very  hour.  A 
rabbinical  Jew  may,  according  to  his  religious  tenets,  turn 
away  his  wife,  the  mother  of  his  children,  on  a  pretext  that 
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would  hardly  justify  the  dismissal  of  a  servant.  He  may 
rudely  tear  asunder  the  sacred  ties  of  conjugal  affection,  and 
separate  between  mother  and  children,  if  the  unhappy  woman 
should  only  make  a  mistake  in  her  cookery.  One  of  the  worst 
charges  brought  against  the  slave-dealers  was,  that  they  had 
no  respect  either  for  maternal  or  filial  affection  ;  that  they 
separated  between  mother  and  children.  The  very  same  ac 
cusation  can  be  brought  against  modern  Judaism,  which  legiti 
matizes  the  very  same  disregard  for  the  feelings  of  a  mother. 
Can,  then,  such  a  religion,  which  thus  daringly  snaps  the  ties 
of  nature,  be  from  God  ?  Is  it  possible  that  God  should  thus 
expose  one  half  of  his  rational  creatures  to  the  caprice  and  the 
tyranny  of  those  who  ought  to  be  their  defenders  and  protec 
tors  from  every  insult  and  every  harm?  If  the  same  right 
were  given  to  women,  though  the  laws  would  be  most  contrary 
to  the  divine  institution  of  marriage,  it  would  at  least  have  the 
appearance  of  justice  ;  but  this  is  denied.  The  oral  law  says,  — 
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"  The  words,  '  If  she  find  no  favour  in  his  eyes,'  teach,  that 
the  husband  does  not  divorce  except  voluntarily  ;  and  if  the 
woman  be  divorced  against  his  will,  she  is  not  divorced.  But 
the  woman  is  divorced  with  or  without  her  will."  (Jad 
Hachazakah  Hilchoth,  Gerushin,  c.  1,  2.}  According  to  this 
doctrine  the  happiness  of  the  wife  and  the  children  is  abso 
lutely  vested  in  the  power  of  the  man  ;  and  in  any  paroxysm  of 
ill-humour,  he  may  make  them  both  unhappy  for  life  ;  he  may 
turn  the  mother  out  of  her  home,  drive  her  forth  like  a  criminal 
from  the  bosom  of  her  family,  and  introduce  a  stranger.  Who 
does  not  see  that  this  is  a  power  unfit  to  be  trusted  to  the 
hands  of  any  man  or  any  people  ?  We  do  not  mean  to  impute 
anything  peculiar  to  the  Jews  ;  we  believe  that  as  to  their 
natural  propensities,  humours,  and  caprices,  all  men  are  much 
alike,  and  that  therefore  none  ought  to  have  the  power  of  thus 
lightly  breaking  up  the  domestic  constitution.  It  is  no  answer 
to  this  to  say,  that  in  this  country  divorce  is  not  so  lightly 
practised.  1  hanks  to  the  power  of  Christian  principle  and  the 
existence  of  Christian  laws,  it  cannot  be.  But  every  one,  who 
has  had  much  opportunity  of  seeing  rabbinical  Jews,  knows 
that  divorce  is  practised  amongst  them  with  a  facility  and 
frequency  that  is  astonishing.  But  this  is  not  the  question  ; 
we  are  not  examining  Jewish  manners,  but  the  modern  Jewish 
religion  ;  and  if  divorce  had  never  been  practised,  we  should 
still  pronounce  of  the  oral  law,  which  inculcates  such  prin 
ciples,  that  it  cannot  be  from  God  ;  and  of  its  authors  that  they 
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were  bad  men,  or  they  would  never  have  thus  trifled  with 
God's  most  holy  institution.  The  truth  is,  that  the  rabbies 
were  altogether  ignorant  of  the  nature  of  marriage  as  God 
established  it.  They  not  only  allow  divorce  on  the  most 
trifling  pretext,  but  they  sanction  the  practice  of  marrying  for 
a  given  length  of  time,  and,  when  that  time  is  expired,  of 
dissolving  the  marriage  by  divorce  :  — 
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"  A  man  must  not  marry  a  woman  with  the  intention  of 
divorcing  her  ;    but,  if  he  previously  inform  her  that  he  is 

Saing  to  marry  her  for  a  season,  it  is  lawful."  (Hilchoth 
ittin  in  Even  Haezcr,  1.)  Now  how  contrary  is  such 
doctrine  to  the  express  words  of  Scripture.  "  This  is  bone 
of  my  bones,  and  flesh  of  my  flesh.  Therefore  shall  a  man 
leave  his  father  and  his  mother,  and  shall  cleave  unto  his 
wife  ;  and  they  shall  be  one  flesh."  (Gen.  ii.  23.)  Here 
Adam,  in  his  state  of  innocence,  pronounces  that  the  tie  of 
marriage  is  more  sacred  and  more  binding,  than  even  that 
which  exists  between  parent  and  child.  A  man  may,  and 
for  his  wife's  sake  shall,  forsake  father  and  mother,  but 
should  no  more  think  of  separating  from  his  wife,  than 
from  his  own  bones  and  flesh.  Who  would  lightly  think  of 
parting  with  a  limb,  or  a  portion  of  his  body?  Urgent, 
indeed,  must  be  the  necessity  that  will  induce  a  man  to 
permit  the  separation  of  a  portion  of  himself,  and  equally 
urgent  should  be  the  cause  that  should  move  a  man  to  part 
with  her  who  is  bone  of  his  bones,  and  flesh  of  his  flesh. 
Such  is  the  Mosaic  doctrine  of  the  marriage  obligation  ; 
but  so  little  did  the  rabbies  understand  it,  that  they  permit 
a  man  to  marry  for  a  week,  a  month,  or  a  year  ;  and  when 
that  season  is  expired,  to  tear  asunder  the  sacred  ties,  and 
that  without  any  cause  whatever.  But  the  evident  evil  that 
must  result  from  the  rabbinic  doctrine  of  divorce  is  still 
more  apparent  from  the  first  sentence  of  the  passage  last 
quoted—"  A  man  must  not  marry  a  woman  with  the  in 
tention  of  divorcing  her."  These  words  show  the  direct 
tendency  of  the  doctrine,  When  power  is  given  to  a  man 
to  turn  out  his  wife  when  he  likes,  a  temptation  is  at  once 
held  out  to  the  evil-disposed  to  marry  with  the  express 
intention  of  divorcing.  The  rabbies,  therefore,  find  it 
necessary  to  forbid  it  ;  but  is  it  likely  that  this  prohibition 
will  have  much  force  in  the  eyes  of  a  man  who  is  wicked 
enough  to  form  the  intention  ?  And  suppose  a  wicked  man 
does  form  the  intention,  and  execute  it,  what  remedy  had 
the  poor  injured  woman?  Thus  the  oral  law  leaves  the 
daughters  of  Tsracl  completely  at  the  mercy  of  the  unprin- 
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oiplcd,  and  places  them  beyond  the  possibility  of  obtaining 
justice. 

But  the  cruelty  and  total  want  of  feeling-  which  the  oral 
law  displays  and  teaches,  with  regard  to  women,  appeal's 
still  more  plainly  from  the  following  extract  :  — 


mnm  im  nannE  m  nn  inttfM  ntmnrotz?  ^ 

2ss  ntanttfa  cs  bns  i  nam:iE 
rrnn  sbtp  na   i  sin  tr^n  napn  m 
;  natrv  ns  iiEipb  nbiD^  nrs 
nbti's  npu7»i  nVdKDl  mns 
pn  ro  v^  'nwi  rviDD  -isc?n  ims  fn^rra 
f  ins  rrm  n^i^n  c^  ^i"rb 
ir  v-irr  n^n^  cst  »  nnnsb  sb1) 
:  na  bD^nbi  -ntnb  s^n  irsi  insn^ 

"  If  a  man's  wife  should  become  deaf  and  dumb,  he  gives 
her  a  bill  of  divorce,  and  she  is  divorced.  But  if  she 
become  insane,  he  is  not  to  send  her  forth  until  she  is 
recovered  :  and  this  thing  is  an  ordinance  of  the  wise  men, 
that  she  should  not  become  a  prey  to  the  immodest,  because 
she  is  not  able  to  take  care  of  herself.  The  husband  there 
fore,  leaves  her  where  she  is,  and  marries  anoth'y.  and  gives 
her  meat  and  drink  out  of  her  own  property.  But  he  is  not 
to  be  compelled  to  give  her  food  and  raiment,  and  duty  of 
marriage,  for  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  a  sane  person  to 
dwell  in  one  house  with  the  insane.  Neither  is  he  obligated 
to  have  her  cured,  nor  to  ransom  her.  But  if  he  should 
divorce  her,  then  she  is  divorced,  and  is  to  be  put  out  of 
his  house  :  and  he  is  not  obligated  to  return  and  take  any 
trouble  about  her."  (Hilchoth  Gerushin,  x.  23.)  Principles 
more  contrary  to  God's  Word,  and  to  the  common  feelings 
of  humanity,  were  never  inculcated  under  the  name  of  re 
ligion.  We  have  been  astonished  at  the  cruelty  with  which 
the  oral  law  treats  Gentiles  —  we  have  been  horrified  at  the 
coolness  with  which  it  speaks  of  splitting  open  an  Amhaaretz 
—  but  here  it  surpasses  itself,  and  out-herods  Herod.  A  man 
accustomed  to  judge  of  his  duty  by  the  words  of  Moses  and 
the  prophets,  or  even  to  follow  the  dictates  of  unsophisticated 
nature,  would  conclude  that,  as  he  is  at  all  times  bound  to 
love  and  cherish  his  wife,  the  obligation  is  doubly  imperative 
in  case  of  sickness,  but  especially  so  when  that  sorest  calamity 
with  which  human  frailty  is  visited,  insanity,  attacks  the 
partner  of  his  life.  Then  it  is  that  the  man,  who  has  one 
spark  of  the  fear  of  God  or  of  the  love  of  man,  will  show 
all  his  tenderness,  watch  over  the  sufferer  with  all  care  and 
unxiety,  and  if  necessary,  devote  all  his  worldly  goods  to 
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minister  to  her  recovery.  No,  says  the  oral  law,  when  the 
wife  of  your  bosom  most  requires  your  attention,  then  marry 
another :  give  her  neither  food  nor  raiment,  and,  if  you 
please,  cast  her  out  of  your  house,  and  leave  her  to  her  fate. 
The  most  charitable  conclusion  would  be,  to  suppose  that 
the  men  who  uttered  such  sentiments  under  the  mask  of 
religion,  were  themselves  insane.  But  what  are  we  to  think 
of  Israel,  that  for  eighteen  hundred  years  they  have  been 
unable  to  detect  so  manifest  an  imposture  ?  And  what  are 
we  to  think  of  Israel  at  present,  that  they  sit  still  and 
suffer  their  children  to  be  deluded,  by  being  taught  that 
this  most  atrocious  system  of  inhumanity,  is  that  pure  and 
holy  religion  which  the  God  of  Israel  revealed  to  Moses  ? 
Let  not  any  Israelite  mistake  us.  We  do  not  mean  to 
charge  such  wickedness  upon  them.  The  Providence  of 
God  has  in  a  measure  delivered  them  from  such  an  odious 
yoke.  The  influence  of  Christianity  has  successfully  counter 
acted  the  full  development  of  these  anti-human  principles. 
We  only  mean  to  direct  their  attention  to  the  nature  of 
that  religion  to  wrhich  they  have  adhered  so  long  ;  and  to 
induce  them  to  consider  what  would  be  the  state  of  the 
world,  if  Jesus  of  Nazareth  had  not  arisen  to  protest  against 
such  gross  corruptions,  and  to  assert  the  truth.  Just  suppose 
that  the  traditions  had  triumphed.  The  universal  law  would 
then  be,  that  men  might  divorce  their  wives  when  they 
please,  and  in  the  time  of  their  calamity  cast  them  forth 
into  the  streets.  'All  the  bonds  of  natural  affection  would  be 
rent  asunder.  Conjugal  affection  would  cease,  filial  duty  be 
unknown — no  son  would  honour  his  mother,  for  how  could 
a  son  honour  the  unhappy  being  whom  his  religion  pro 
nounces  unworthy  either  of  succour  or  compassion  in  the 
time  of  her  utmost  need?  If  such  principles  had  attained 
dominion,  mankind  would  have  been  turned  into  a  race  of 
fiends,  and  this  earth  have  become  a  hell.  What,  then, 
has  stopped  all  this  misery  ?  Christianity,  and  Christianity 
alone.  It  teaches  very  different  principles.  When  a  Chris 
tian  man  is  married,  the  vow  which  he  is  required  to  make 
is  this — "Wilt  thou  have  this  woman  to  thy  wedded  wife, 
to  live  together  after  God's  ordinance  in  the  holy  estate  of 
matrimony  ?  Wilt  thou  love  her,  comfort  her,  honour,  and 
keep  her  in  sickness  and  in  health  ;  and,  forsaking  all  other, 
keep  thee  only  unto  her,  so  long  as  ye  both  shall  live  ?  "  This 
is  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Testament.  The  Pharisees  asked 
the  Lord  Jesus,  "  Is  it  lawful  for  a  man  to  put  away  his  wife 
for  every  cause  ?  And  he  answered  and  said  unto  them, 
Have  ye  not  read,  that  He  which  made  them  at  the  beginning 
made  them  male  and  female,  and  said,  For  this  cause  shall  a 
man  leave  father  and  mother,  and  shall  cleave  to  his  wife; 
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and  they  twain  shall  bo  one  flesh  ?  Wherefore  they  are  no 
more  twain,  but  one  flesh.  What  therefore  God  hath  joined  to 
gether,  let  not  man  put  asunder."  (Matt.  xix.  3 — 7.)  In  like 
manner,  Paul  teaches,  "  So  ought  men  to  love  their  wives  as 
their  own  bodies.  He  that  loveth  his  wife  loveth  himself." 
(Ephcs.  v.  28.)  And  Peter  teaches  in  the  same  spirit,  "  Like 
wise,  ye  husbands,  dwell  with  them  according  to  knowledge, 
giving  honour  unto  the  wife,  as  unto  the  weaker*  vessel,  and 
as  being  heirs  together  of  the  grace  of  life ;  that  your  prayers 
be  not  hindered."  (1  Peter  iii.  7.) 

Let  any  unprejudiced,  yea,  or  any  prejudiced,  man,  if  he 
have  only  the  use  of  his  senses,  compare  these  two  doctrines, 
and  say  which  is  most  agreeable  to  the  will  and  character  of 
God,  as  revealed  in  the  Old  Testament — and,  which  is  most 
calculated  to  promote  the  happiness  of  the  human  race.  The 
combination  of  mercy  and  justice  forms  a  striking  feature  in 
the  revealed  character  of  God,  but  is  there  either  justice  or 
mercy  in  the  laws  which  we  have  just  considered?  The 
happiness  of  the  human  race  depends,  in  a  more  than  ordinary 
measure,  upon  the  right  organization  of  the  family  relations  : 
but  how  can  there  be  any  such  thing  as  domestic  order  or 
peace,  so  long  as  the  mother  is  looked  upon  as  belonging  to 
an  inferior  caste,  whom  it  is  permitted  at  any  moment,  even 
in  the  most  afflictive  of  all  visitations,  to  outlaw,  and  drive 
forth  from  the  family  circle  ?  The  uncontrolled  dominion  of 
the  oral  law  would  practically  annihilate  all  the  sympathies 
and  consolations  of  the  domestic  constitution.  The  husband 
could  not  love  the  wife  whom  his  religion  teaches  to  despise, 
and  forbids  to  pity.  The  wife  could  not  love  the  husband, 
whom  she  must  suspect  not  only  of  being  destitute  of  affec 
tion,  but  devoid  of  pity  ;  and  from  whom  she  could  only 
expect  divorce  and  expulsion  in  the  hour  of  calamity.  The 
son  would  learn  to  despise  his  mother,  whom  his  religion 
marks  out  as  a  fit  object  for  contempt,  and  a  suitable  victim 
for  the  exercise  of  cruelty.  The  mother,  cast  out  by  her 
own  partner,  would  not  even  have  the  consolation  of  being 
pitied  by  her  own  children.  A  false  religion  would  have 
taught  them  that  this  unnatural  conduct  was  only  obedience 
to  the  Divine  will.  The  principles  of  Christianity,  on  the 
contrary,  produce  and  protect  all  that  domestic  happiness 
which  distinguishes  Christian  countries  from  the  rest  of  the 
world  ;  and  in  which  Jews  participate.  The  influence  of 
Christianity  has  prevented  that  misery  of  which  we  have  given 
but  a  faint  outline.  Can,  then,  the  Jews  deny  that  Christianity 
has  been,  and  is,  to  them  a  blessing  ?  or  that  it  is,  in  its 
principles  and  effects,  more  agreeable  to  the  character  of  God, 
and  more  productive  of  human  happiness,  and  therefore 
more  excellent  and  more  true  than  modern  Judaism. 
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CONSCIENTIOUS  adherence  to  the  dictates  of  true  religion  is 
one  of  the  noblest  traits  that  can  adorn  the  human  character, 
and  this  trait  has  appeared  in  its  most  vivid  light  in  not  a  few 
of  the  Israelite  nation.  Elijah  the  prophet,  for  instance,  is  a 
bright  example  of  religious  constancy.  At  a  time  when  all  Is 
rael  had  forsaken  the  true  God,  and  zealously  professed  a  false 
religion,  neither  the  allurements  of  self-interest,  nor  the  power 
of  universal  example,  nor  the  natural  desire  of  self-preservation, 
could  draw  him  aside  from  the  paths  of  truth  and  righteousness. 
Daniel  and  his  three  friends  in  Babylon  exhibit  the  same  un 
wavering  firmness  in  the  assertion  of  truth.  The  lloyal  dain 
ties  could  not  prevail  upon  them  to  partake  of  food  offered  to 
idols.  The  fiery  furnace  could  not  terrify  Hananiah,  Mishael, 
ind  Azariah,  to  commit  idolatry  ;  the  lions'  den  possessed  no 
jerrors  that  could  move  Daniel  to  omit  the  worship  of  his  God. 
But  as  constancy  for  the  truth  ennobles  and  adorns,  in  the  very 
\eame  degree  an  obstinate  perseverance  in  error  diminishes  from 
man's  moral  or  intellectual  value.  It  shows  either  that  his 
moral  perception  is  so  blunted  as  to  be  unable  to  discern  be 
tween  truth  and  error,  or  his  moral  taste  so  perverted  as  not 
to  care  for  the  difference — or  that  there  is  some  intellectual 
deficiency  which  renders  the  moral  powers  inoperative.  It 
leads  to  the  suspicion  that  there  is  something  wrong  either 
with  the  head  or  the  heart.  There  is,  however,  a  class  of 
persons,  who  persevere  in  error,  not  because  the  head  is  weak, 
or  the  heart  sick,  but  because  they  have  never  fairly  beheld  the 
light  of  truth.  They  have  grown  up  in  a  mist  of  error,  and 
circumstances  have  prevented  them  from  emerging  into  a  purer 
atmosphere.  To  this  class,  we  would  hope,  the  professors  of 
modern  Judaism  belong.  That  they  have  been  for  centuries 
in  error  is  certain.  Many  incontestable  proofs  of  this  have 
been  already  advanced ;  The  rabbinic  laics  concerning  nDTTL/» 
or  the  slaughtering  of  animals,  will  add  another  link  to  the 
chain  of  evidence.  The  liabbinists  have  an  idea  that  wherever 
they  may  be  wrong,  in  this  doctrine  they  are  infallibly  in  the 
right ;  and  yet,  if  the  force  of  education  did  not  afford  some 
aid,  it  would  be  impossible  to  imagine  how  they  can  be  deceived 
by  a  doctrine  so  manifestly  false,  and  so  entirely  devoid  of 
Scriptural  foundation.  In  the  first  place,  the  slaughtering  of 
beasts  is,  like  eating,  of  every-day  and  universal  concernment — 
a  matter  that  affects  the  poor  and  unlearned  as  much  as  the 
studious  ;  and  yet  the  rabbinic  rules  are  so  many  and  so  in 
tricate  that  either  a  man  must  be  learned  himself,  or  employ 
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a  man  of  competent  learning,  to  perform  this  business  ;  or.  he 
must,  in  spite  of  himself,  turn  Pythagorean  and  renounce  the 
use  of  animal  food.  The  oral  law  gives  the  following  outline 
of  what  is  to  be  understood  by  the  word  niDTltt?  or  slaugh 
tering  :  — 

nms  Encb  THS  nno  mim  miiasn  IT  nmnt 
nnnnn  p  DipB  nt 
iarntp  -m  nrsm 
c'nmn    n  rrai 


bn   r  ternttfn  Kin  ^si  nt^ntpn   ns 
nmn  nasi  mini:  12VJ  nbsn 
nbD«i 


"  It  is  absolutely  necessary  to  explain  the  killing  (or  slaugh 
tering  mentioned  in  the  law),  and  to  know,  in  what  part  of  the 
beast  one  slaughters  —  what  is  the  measure  of  the  slaughtering  — 
with  what  implement  one  slaughters  —  when  —  where  —  and  how 
one  slaughters  —  what  things  they  are  which  invalidate  the  act 
of  slaughtering  —  and  who  is  permitted  to  slaughter.  Con 
cerning  all  these  things,  He  has  commanded  us  in  the  law 
where  it  is  said,  '  Then  thou  shalt  kill  of  thy  herd  and  of  thy 
flock,  which  the  Lord  hath  given  thee,  as  I  have  commanded 
thee,  and  thou  shalt  eat  in  thy  gates  whatsoever  thy  soul 
lusteth  after  !  '  (Dcut.  xii.  21.)  "'  (Jad  Hachazakah,  Hilchoth 
Shechitah,  c.  i.  4.)  Here  we  have  at  once  a  list  of  eight  par 
ticulars,  which  must  first  be  known,  but  then  most  of  these 
again  require  a  long  and  learned  explanation  ;  for  instance  the 
first  is  thus  defined  :  — 


rmr>  ^aipn  rcpn  nr^nty  oipn  sin  nrsi 
msis  nErnn  -pitfEntz^  nsnn  rprs  trsn  12 
cnpv_n  -nsDtt;  bm  <  riDpn  n^nir-n  cnpa  sin  nr 


^^on  ns  Ernitfn  oa\s^  is  nnnn 


nta^ntz?  Dipan  sa?  ta2?in  is  n^pn  n 

:  nbna    en  nt 


"  On  what  part  of  the  animal  is  the  slaughtering  to  be  ef 
fected  ?  On  the  wind-pipe,  from  the  edge  of  the  uvula  down 
wards  as  far  as  the  top  of  the  extremity  of  the  lungs,  as  these 
parts  are  situated  when  the  beast  stretches  out  its  neck  to  feed  : 
this  is  the  place  of  the  slaughtering  in  the  wind-pipe  ;  and  all 
the  part  outside  which  answers  to  this  place,  is  called  the  neck. 
If  the  beast  forces  itself,  and  stretches  out  its  neck  much,  or 
if  the  slaughterer  has  forced  the  sinews,  and  drawn  them 
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upwards,  and  he  slaughters  at  the  right  part  of  the  neck, 
but  afterwards  it  is  found  that  the  wind-pipe  or  the  oesopha 
gus  is  not  cut  at  the  right  place,  then  it  is  a  doubtful  case 
of  carrion."  (Ibid.  7.)  In  like  manner,  the  measure  of  the 
slaughtering  is  accurately  defined,  and  must  be  as  accurately 
attended  to,  or  else  the  slaughtering  must  be  considered  un 
lawful,  and  then  it  becomes  unlawful  for  the  llabbinists  to 
eat  it.  But  the  most  care  is  required  in  examining  the  knife, 
which  may  be  of  any  material  that  will  cut,  on  condition  that 
there  be  no  gap  in  it  :  — 


im  bw  mra  cbn  ina  mn  CM 
:  nbios  inta'*™  invn  jtap  abnn  mn  ib^si 


"  But  if  there  be  anything  like  a  furrow  in  the  edge  of  the 
implement  wherewith  the  slaughtering  is  effected,  even  though 
the  furrow  be  the  least  possible,  the  slaughtering  is  unlawful." 
The  slaughterer  is  therefore  required  to  examine  che  knife  be 
fore  and  after  the  act  ;  for  if  a  gap  be  found  in  it  after  the 
slaughtering,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  beast  is  not  be  con 
sidered  carrion  :  — 


mm  rnsw  is  mm  mam  tarnrcn 
nsnns  pirn  pin  sb  DS^  nnsi  nn«  bs  7^2  piinb 
mbn:  pso 


"  Therefore  he  that  has  to  slaughter  many  beasts  or  many 
fowls,  must  examine  the  knife  after  each  ;  for  if  he  does  not, 
but  examines  at  the  end,  and  the  knife  is  found  to  have  a  gap, 
then  all  are  to  be  considered  as  doubtful  carrion,  even  the  first." 
(Ibid.  24.)  From  these  few  particulars,  it  appears  that  great 
care,  and  not  a  little  study  and  practice,  are  required  in  or 
der  to  slaughter  an  animal  for  food  according  to  the  oral  law, 
and  that  it  is  very  easy,  by  mistake  or  want  of  knowledge,  to 
make  the  meat  unfit  for  rabbinic  eating  :  but  then,  besides 
all  this,  there  are  the  five  circumstances  which  invalidate  the 
slaughtering  altogether  :  — 

rrobn  ipTi  ntoTtt&n  ns  D^TDSE  an 
non  rT"nt&  ?n  ibsi  ]nn  nns  bm  imnb 

mbn 


"  There  are  five  things  which  invalidate  the  slaughtering  : 
and  the  most  important  thing  respecting  the  constitutions  of 
slaughtering  is,  to  attend  to  each  one  of  them,  and  these  are 
they  —  1st,  If  the  person  makes  a  stop  of  a  certain  length  before 
the  act  is  completed.  2d,  If  the  throat  be  cut  at  a  single  blow, 
as  with  a  sword.  3d,  If  the  knife  enters  too  deep,  and  is  hid- 
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den.  4th,  When  the  knife  slips  up  or  down  from  the  right 
place.  5th,  When  the  wind-pipe  or  oesophagus  is  torn  and 
comes  out,  before  the  act  is  completed."  (Ibid.  c.  iii.)  These 
five  essentials  of  rabbinic  slaughtering  lead  again  to  endless 
questions  and  definitions  ;  so  that,  putting  all  together,  it  is 
much  to  be  doubted  whether  a  beast  ever  was,  or  ever  will  be, 
rightly  slaughtered  according  to  the  oral  law.  And  yet  these 
things,  of  which  there  is  not  the  slightest  mention  in  the  Mosaic 
law,  are  tied  like  a  heavy  burden  about  the  necks  of  the  poor 
and  ignorant,  and  are  most  oppressive  to  their  bodies  and  their 
souls.  The  rich  may  not,  perhaps,  feel  the  oppression,  but  the 
poor  sigh  and  groan  under  the  load  ;  and  no  man  considers  their 
sorrow,  or  stretches  out  a  hand  to  help  them.  In  the  first  place, 
the  intricacy  of  the  act  always  makes  rabbinic  meat  a  great 
deal  dearer  than  other  meat,  so  that  the  poor  man  and  his 
family,  who  can  at  any  time,  or  under  any  circumstances,  afford 
to  buy  but  little  food,  are  compelled  by  the  oral  law  to  do  with 
still  less,  and  in  many  cases  to  do  without  it  altogether.  Let 
any  one  visit  the  haunts  of  the  poor  Jews  in  this  city,  or  enter 
their  abodes,  and  he  will  find  many  a  wretched  family  pining 
away  for  want  of  proper  food  ;  and  yet  it  is  too  dear  to  procure 
a  sufficiency  ;  and  if  any  benevolent  Christian  should'  wish  to 
assist  them,  offer  them  some  of  his  own,  or  give  them  a  ticket 
to  some  of  those  institutions  which  distribute  meat  to  the  poor, 
the  starving  family  would  not  dare  to  accept  it,  even  if  their 
conscience  allowed  them,  or  if  they  did,  would  inevitably  draw 
down  upon  themselves  a  storm  of  persecution,  and  be  treated  as 
if  they  had  committed  the  greatest  crimes  :  yea,  if  the  oral  law- 
had  power,  the  poor  starving  creatures,  that  had  partaken  ot 
Christian  bounty,  would  be  flogged  for  satisfying  the  wants 
of  nature  :  — 


npibi  nbn^  intaTKP  ]fcp  rrn 
rtosi  -fb  s-ipi  <  -IESSE?  rrnnn  p 


"  If  a  Gentile  slaughters,  even  though  he  does  it  in  the 
presence  of  an  Israelite,  with  a  proper  knife,  his  slaughtering 
is  carrion  ;  and  he  that  eats  of  it  is  to  be  flogged  according  to 
the  written  law,  for  it  is  said,  '  And  one  call  theer  and  thou 
eat  of  his  sacrifice.'  (Exod.  xxxiv.  15.)"  Yea,  the  oral  law 
goes  so  far  as  to  extend  this  rule  even  to  the  case  of  a  Gentile 
who  is  not  an  idolater  :  — 

ry  "aw  ir«E7  "nn  ib^stp  -mri  TITI  bi-n  -n:n 

:  nbzn  imaTrtp 

"  A  very  strong  fence  has  been  made  round  this  matter,  so 
that  the  slaughtering  even  of  a  Gentile,  who  is  not  an  idolater, 
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is  carrion."  (Ibid.,  c.  iv.  11,  12.)  It  is  hardly  necessary  to 
say,  that  the  above  quotation  from  the  oral  law  is  now-a-days 
altogether  out  of  place.  Moses  was  not  speaking  of  Christians 
nor  of  the  inhabitants  of  these  countries,  but  of  the  nations  of 
Canaan.  He  had  been  declaring  the  words  of  the  Lord,  "  Be 
hold,  I  drive  out  before  thee  the  Amorite,  and  the  Canaanite, 
and  the  Hittite,  and  the  Perizzite,  and  the  Jebusite."  And 
then  adds,  "  Take  heed  to  thyself,  lest  thou  make  a  covenant 
with  the  inhabitants  of  the  land,  and  they  go  a  whoring  after 
their  gods,  and  do  sacrifice  u-nto  their  gods,  and  one  call  thee, 
and  thou  eat  of  his  sacrifice."  (Exod.  xxxiv.  11 — 15.)  So  then, 
according  to  the  oral  law,  because  Moses  forbade  the  Israelites 
to  partake  of  the  idolatrous  sacrifices  of  the  Hivitcs  and  the 
Jebusites,  a  poor  famished  creature  here  in  London  is  not  to 
touch  Christian  meat,  nor  to  partake  of  Christian  bounty.  A 
more  cruel  or  oppressive  law  could  hardly  have  been  devised. 
It  is  all  very  well  for  the  rich,  but  it  is  very  little  short  of  mur 
der  to  the  poor.  It  binds  their  consciences  with  fetters  of  iron, 
so  that  even  when  relief  is  offered,  many  turn  from  good  and 
wholesome  food  sent  to  them  by  a  kind  Providence  ;  and  if  a 
spark  of  light  has  visited  the  mind  of  some  victim  of  poverty, 
and  he  thinks  it  lawful  to  bring  home  the  Christian  bounty  to 
save  the  lives  of  his  starving  children,  fear  prevents  him.  Per 
haps  his  wife  is  still  enveloped  in  all  the  darkness  of  superstition, 
and  would  spurn  the  proffered  relief  as  an  unclean  thing,  or 
perhaps  his  children  might  .innocently  betray  him,  and  draw 
down  all  the  weight  of  rabbinic  indignation.  A  grosser  insult 
has  rarely  been  offered  to  the  Majesty  of  heaven,  than  to  call 
good  and  proper  food,  the  work  of  his  hands,  carrion.  A  mis 
take  in  the  slaughtering,  an  ignorance  of  the  rabbinic  art,  a 
Gentile  hand,  is  to  be  sufficient  to  turn  the  bounty  of  Almighty 
God  into  an  unclean  thing,  and  to  deprive  the  poor  of  their 
daily  food.  How  can  the  Jews  expect  God's  blessing  so  long 
as  this  state  of  things  continues — how  can  they  be  surprised  if 
poverty  and  want,  and  wretchedness  and  scorn,  tread  close  upon 
their  heels,  when  they  themselves  spurn  God's  bounty  from 
them  with  disdain  ?  As  nations  deal  with  God  and  his  word, 
so  he  deals  with  them,  JTTOD  ma,  measure  for  measure ;  and 
therefore,  so  long  as  the  oral  law  teaches  them  to  scorn  his 
bounty,  and  to  deprive  the  poor  of  their  food— so  long  as  the 
cries  of  the  poor  ascend  and  enter  into  the  ears  of  the  Lord  of 
Hosts,  so  long  must  they  expect  to  feel  the  rod  of  his  indignation. 
The  times  of  ignorance  and  superstition  God  winked  at ;  but 
those  times  have  passed  away.  Good  or  bad,  there  is  a  stir  in 
the  world — there  is  a  shaking  of  all  old  opinions,  true  and  false ; 
and  from  its  effects  the  Jews  have  not  escaped.  There  are  many 
who,  for  themselves  and  their  families,  have  renounced  Hab- 
who  eat  Gentile  food,  and  know  that  in  doing  so  they 
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commit  no  sin.  These  are  the  persons  who  are  most  guilty  in 
looking-  upon  the  misery  of  their  poor  hrethren  without  pity  or 
concern,  and  without  an  effort  to  deliver  them.  The  rabbinic 
zealot  who  would  persecute  his  brother  for  eating-  meat  not 
slaughtered  according  to  rabbinic  precept  is  in  comparison  in 
nocent.  He  conscientiously  thinks  that  he  is  doing  right ;  but 
for  the  man,  who  himself  openly  transgresses  the  oral  law,  and 
yet  sees  the  faces  of  his  brethren  ground  by  that  system,  without 
a  sentiment  of  pity,  there  is  no  excuse.  If  he  had  the  common 
feelings  of  humanity,  he  would  rise  up,  fearless  of  all  conse 
quences,  and  cry  out  with  all  his  might  against  those  principles 
which  have  been  and  are  the  curse  of  his  nation.  He  would 
stand  forth  as  the  advocate  and  defender  of  the  poor— yea,  and 
he  would  have  God's  blessing.  But  so  long  as  this  class  of  anti- 
rabbinic  Jews  remain  silent,  whether  from  fear  or  from  interest, 
or  from  indifference,  let  them  not  boast  of  their  superior  light. 
Let  them  not  look  with  self-complacency  on  the  poor  victims 
of  superstition.  They  are  themselves  less  respectable  and  more 

er.  They  are  conniving  at  what  they  know  to  be  falsehood, 
are  w'ith  their  eyes  open  consenting  to  oppression  and 
starvation.  They  are,  by  their  silence,  helping  to  strengthen 
and  confirm  a  system  of  anti-social  intolerance,  which  has  been 
the  source  of  all  the  calamities  which  their  nation  has  endured 
for  eighteen  centuries.  What  can  be  more  pernicious  than  to 
teach  the  ignorant  that  the  food  which  their  neighbours  eat  is 
carrion,  so  unfit  for  the  nourishment  of  a  Rabbinist  that  he  ought 
to  die,  and  suffer  his  family  to  die  of  want,  rather  than  eat  it  ? 
Is  it  likely  to  produce  kindly  feeling  on  either  side,  considering 
that  the  mass  of  mankind  is  not  actuated  by  the  dictates  of 
reason  or  the  precepts  of  the  Bible  ?  On  the  one  side  it  is 
likely  to  produce  proud  contempt,  and  on  the  other  a  spirit 
of  retaliation.  Every  Jew  that  wishes  well  to  his  nation,  and 
knows  that  these  rabbinic  principles  are  false,  is  bound  to  pro 
test  against  them.  He  ought  not  to  be  a  poor  selfish  thing, 
insensible  to  the  wants  and  the  sufferings  of  others,  but  should 
do  what  in  him  lies,  to  assert  what  he  knows  to  be  the  truth. 
And  is  it  necessary  to  remind  such  of  the  misery  which  these 
rabbinic  principles  are  still  working  in  every  part'of  the  world? 
Here  in  London  the  poor  are  suffering.  In  the  various  towns 
of  England  many  Jews  are  suffering.  In  some  places  a  single 
Jewish  family  is  found,  generally  poor,  and  the  father  ignorant 
of  the  rabbinic  art  of  slaughtering  :  such  persons  are  compelled 
to  abstain  altogether  from  animal  food,  or  to  do  violence  to  their 
conscience.  The  poor  Jews  who  go  out  to  the  colonies  to  seek 
employment  arc  in  the  same  case,  and  are  precluded  from  taking 
such  situations  as  require  them  to  partake  of  the  food  of  their 
employers.  Even  if  they  can  buy  an  animal,  they  are  not 
allowed  to  kill  it  for  themselves: — 
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"  If  an  Israelite  does  not  know  the  five  things  which  in 
validate  the  act  of  slaughtering,  as  we  have  explained,  and 
slaughters  by  himself,  it  is  unlawful  to  eat  of  his  slaughtering, 
both  for  himself  and  others  ;  for  this  case  is  much  the  same  as 
that  of  doubtful  carrion,  and  he  that  eats  of  it  a  quantity  equal 
to  an  olive,  is  to  be  flogged  with  the  flogging  of  rebellion." 
(Ibid.,  c.  iv.)  Such  is  the  mercy  of  the  oral  law,  and  such  its 
justice.  It  punishes  the  eating  of  what  God  has  allowed,  with 
the  same  severity  that  it  would  visit  a  great  crime.  It  makes 
no  provision  for  those  numerous  cases  of  distress  which  we 
have  mentioned.  Whether  one  of  its  disciples  has  or  has 
not  food,  it  never  considers.  Without  reflection  and  without 
mercy  it  sentences  every  one,  who  eats  meat  not  rabbinically 
slaughtered,  to  be  flogged.  But,  besides  the  cruelty,  what  is 
the  effect  upon  the  minds  of  its  votaries  ?  It  teaches  them 
that  to  transgress  this  mere  human  observance  is  a  sin  of  the 
deepest  die,  more  dreadful  far  than  many  which  God  has  for 
bidden.  A  Itabbinist  would  be  more  grieved  to  hear  that  his 
son  had  transgressed  the  law  of  slaughtering,  than  to  find 
that  he  had  been  guilty  of  falsehood.  Its  tendency  is  directly 
to  draw  off  the  mind  from  the  weightier  matters  of  the  law, 
judgment,  justice,  and  mercy,  and  to  flatter  the  ill-informed 
that  they  are  good  Jews,  if  only  they  abstain  from  meat  not 
slaughtered  according  to  rabbinic  art. 

Let  not  any  Jew  imagine  that  we  wish  him  lightly  to  trans 
gress  the  law  of  Moses,  or  to  eat  of  food  which  the  law  of 
God  has  forbidden.  We  now  speak  of  that  which  Moses  has 
allowed.  If  a  Jew  would  see  meat  offered  to  idols,  or  be  in 
vited  to  partake  of  an  idolatrous  feast,  let  him  abstain  —  let 
him  refuse,  and  protest  as  strongly  as  he  will  and  can  against 
the  sinfurness  of  such  conduct.  But  where  does  Moses  forbid 
the  poor  to  partake  of  meat  slaughtered  by  a  Gentile  wor 
shipper  of  the  true  God,  or  by  an  Israelite  who  has  not  learned 
the  rabbinic  art  ?  Certainly  not  in  that  passage  to  which  the 
oral  law  refers.  Moses  gives  a  general  permission  to  every  Is 
raelite,  without  exception,  to  kill  and  eat.  "  Notwithstanding 
thou  mayest  kill  and  eat  flesh  in  all  thy  gates,  whatsoever  thy 
soul  lusfeth  after,  according  to  the  blessing  of  the  Lord  thy 
God  which  he  hath  given  thee."  (Deut.  xii.  15.)  He  makes  no 
mention  of  any  mysteries  connected  with  the  ail  of  slaugh 
tering,  the  ignorance  of  which  would  disqualify.  Why  then 
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should  a  Jew  be  prevented  from  doing  what  Moses  has 
allowed — why  should  he  be  flogged  with  the  flogging  of  re 
bellion,  or  avow  that  that  mode  and  measure  of  punishment 
is  impracticable — why  should  he  be  persecuted  for  satisfying 
the  cravings  of  nature,  and  endeavouring  to  supply  the  wants 
of  his  family  ?  There  is  not  room  now  to  show  fully  how 
groundless  the  rabbinic  commands  are ;  but  the  one  fact  of 
their  cruelty  and  oppression  of  the  poor  is  sufficient  to  show 
that  they  are  not  from  God.  Is  it  possible  that  any  man  in 
his  senses  can  believe  that  God  would  sentence  a  poor 
famishing  creature  to  be  flogged  without  mercy  for  doing 
what  the  letter  of  the  law  allows  him  to  do  ?  or,  that  the  All- 
wise  Being,  who  foresees  and  foreknows  all  things,  would 
give  a  system  of  laws  respecting  food,  which  must  expose  a 
large  portion  of  his  chosen  people  to  want  and  starvation? 
The  worshippers  of  some  cruel  heathen  deity  might  possibly 
be  led  to  believe  such  things,  but  the  disciples  of  Moses  and 
the  Prophets  know  that  God  is  a  God  of  mercy.  Let,  then, 
every  one  who  has  got  the  sacred  books  contrast  their  doctrines 
with  those  of  the  rabbies.  But,  above  all,  let  those  Israelites, 
who  reject  the  rabbinic  laws  concerning  the  slaughtering  of 
meat,  show  that  they  have  not  done  it  from  levity  nor  in 
difference,  but  upon  principle.  Let  them  explain  to  their 
brethren  the  reasons  and  the  motives  by  which  they  are  actu 
ated,  and  let  them  protest,  by  word  and  deed,  against  such 
cruelty,  oppression,  and  intolerance. 


No.   L. 

THE   BIRTH   OF  MESSIAH. 

THIS  season  of  the  year  naturally  draws  away  our  thoughts 
from  the  subject  last  under  consideration,  and  reminds  us 
of  a  remarkable  difference  between  Jews  and  Christians. 
The  latter  are  now  about  to  commemorate  the  birth  of  the 
Messiah.*  In  two  days  more  the  voice  of  praise  and  thanks 
giving  will  ascend  to  the  Creator  and  Preserver  of  men  from 
every  part  of  the  world.  On  the  frozen  shores  of  Labrador, 
and  the  glowing  plains  of  Hindostan — in  the  isles  of  the  sea, 
and  on  the  continents  of  the  old  and  new  worlds,  millions 

•  This  number  was  originally  published  December  23,  1836. 
S  2 


388  THE   BIRTH   OF   MESSIAH. 

of  Christians  will  lift  up  their  hands  and  voices  to  thank  the 
God  of  heaven  for  his  unspeakable  gift,  and  this  shall  be 
the  burden  of  their  song,  "  Unto  us  a  child  is  born,  unto  us 
a  son  is  given  :  and  the  government  shall  be  upon  Lis  shoul 
der  :  and  his  name  shall  be  called  Wonderful,  Counsellor,  the 
mighty  God,  the  everlasting  Father,  the  Prince  of  Peace." 
(Isaiah  ix.  6.)  But  amongst  the  followers  of  the  oral  law 
not  a  sound  of  sympathy  will  be  heard.  Not  a  single  heart 
will  beat  with  joy,  not  a  tongue  offer  up  the  tribute  of 
praise.  Here  is  a  great  and  striking  difference,  that  should 
naturally  lead  both  Jew  and  Christian  to  inquire,  Who  is  in 
the  right:  Those  who  believe  that  Messiah  is  born,  and  joy 
in  the  remembrance  of  his  nativity  ;  or,  those  who  refuse  to 
join  in  the  general  rejoicing,  and  deny  that  the  Redeemer  has 
appeared  ?  The  question  is  whether  there  is  reason  to  believe 
that  the  Messiah  was  born  eighteen  hundred  years  ago  ?  and 
there  are  several  ways  in  which  it  can  be  satisfactorily  an 
swered.  An  appeal  may  be  made  to  the  predictions  contained 
in  the  Old  Testament,  or  to  the  evidence  for  the  truth  of  the 
Christian  Scriptures  —  or,  it  may  be  shown  that  the  Jewish 
rabbles  have  plainly  confessed  that  the  time  for  the  birth  and 
appearance  of  the  Messiah  is  long  since  past  ;  and  this  is  the 
mode  which  we  shall  adopt  at  present.  The  Jews  now  deny 
that  Messiah  is  come,  and  consequently  believe  that  Christians 
are  mistaken  as  to  the  time  of  his  appearing.  If  they  had 
always  said  so  —  if  they  had  always  assigned  a  time  for  the 
coming  of  Messiah  different  from  that  in  which  Christians 
think  the  Messiah  was  born,  their  present  assertion  would 
have  at  least  the  merit  of  consistency,  and  the  Jews  of  the 
present  day  might  urge  that  their  present  belief  has  been  in 
herited  from  their  fathers,  and  that  Christians  have  adopted 
a  notion  unknown  to  the  nation  at  large.  But,  if  it  should 
appear  that  the  ancient  Jews  expected  the  coming  of  Messiah 
at  the  very  time,  when,  as  Christians  say,  he  did  actually 
come,  then  the  ancient  Jews  testify  that  Christians  are  in  the 
right,  and  that  modern  Jews  are  in  the  wrong,  and  this  is  really 
the  state  of  the  case.  In  the  first  place,  the  Talmud  contains 
a  general  declaration  that  the  time  is  long  since  past  :  — 


hedrin,  fol.*97,  col.  2),  where  it  is  to  be  rioted  that  the  word 
en  from  Daniel,  and  literally  signifies  "  End,"  as  it 
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"  Rav  says,  The  appointed  times  are  long  since  past"  (San- 

in,  fol.*9 
yp  is  taken 
is  said  :  — 

:  rnsbcn  yp 

"  How  long  shall  it  be  to  the  end  of  these  wonders  ;  and 
again  :  — 


THE   BIRTH   OF   MESSIAH.  389 


"TV-nab  Tram  rmm 

"  But  go  thou  thy  way  till  the  end  be,  for  thou  shalt  rest, 
and  stand  in  thy  lot  at  the  end  of  the  days."  (Daniel  xii.  6  — 
13.)  llav  was  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  period  appointed 
by  Daniel  the  prophet  was  past.  But  is  it  possible  to  believe 
that  the  God  of  truth  woiild  suffer  the  time,  which  he  had 
appointed,  to  pass  away  without  accomplishing  what  he  had 
promised  ?  When  the  time  which  God  had  fixed  for  the  de 
liverance  from  Egypt  had  arrived,  not  a  single  day  was  lost. 
"  It  came  to  pass  at  the  end  yp  of  the  four  hundred  and 
thirty  years,  even  the  self-same  day, 

:  mn  cvn  cmn 

it  came  to  pass,  that  all  the  hosts  of  the  Lord  went  out  from 
the  land  of  Egypt."  (Exod.  xii.  41.)  When  the  period  fixed 
for  the  return  from  Babylon  was  come,  we  read,  "  In  the  first 
year  of  Cyrus,  King  of  Persia  (that  the  word  of  the  Lord  by 
the  mouth  of  Jeremiah  might  be  accomplished),  the  Lord  stirred 
up  the  spirit  of  Cyrus  king  of  Persia,  that  he  made  a  procla 
mation  through  all  his  kingdom."  (2  Chron.  xxxvi.  22.)  And 
can  we  think  that  the  Lord  God,  who  so  graciously  fulfilled  his 
word  on  these  occasions  should  break  it  with,  reference  to  the 
coming  of  the  Messiah  ?  Itav  is  either  right  or  wrong.  If  he 
be  right,  then  the  time  fixed  by  God  is  long  since  past,  and  as 
God  cannot  break  his  word,  the  Messiah  must  have  come  long 
since.  But  if,  to  get  out  of  a  difficulty,  the  llabbinists  say,  that 
Itav  was  wrong,  then  we  have  another  proof  that  no  reliance  is 
to  be  placed  on  the  doctors  of  the  oral  law  ;  indeed  we  have  a 
proof  that  the  liabbinists  themselves  do  not  believe  it,  except 
when  they  like  ;  and  that  therefore  they  are  not  thoroughly  in 
earnest  about  their  religion. 

But,  secondly,  the  ancient  Jews  not  only  believed  that  the 
time  for  the  coming  of  the  Messiah  was  past  :  they  also  fixed 
the  exact  period  :  — 

nrcbs  ntw  imbs  ^m  SDH 
f  rmn  crabs  "OIP  t  imn  crsbs 


"  Tradition  of  the  school  of  Elijah.  The  world  is  to  stand 
six  thousand  years.  Two  thousand,  confusion.  Two  thousand, 
the  law.  Two  thousand,  the  days  of  Messiah."  (Sanhcdrin, 
fol.  97,  col.  1.)  Upon  which  Kaslii  remarks  — 

rrtrE  wirw  12^1  mn  rmn  rrobw  ^a 


bta^i  nytcnn  mDb»  nbam 


"  After  the  two  thousand  years  of  the  law,  according  to  the 
decree.  Messiah  ought  to  have  come,  and  the  wicked  kingdom 
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should  have  been  destroyed,  and  Israel's  state  of  servitude 
should  have  been  ended."  Here,  then,  it  is  expressly  stated, 
that  Messiah  ought  to  have  come  at  the  end  of  the  fourth 
thousand  years,  that  is,  according  to  the  Jewish  reckoning, 
fifteen  hundred  and  ninety-seven  years  ago  ;  or,  according  to 
the  Christian  reckoning,  about  eighteen  hundred  and  thirty-six 
years  ago  —  that  is,  at  the  very  time  when  Jesus  of  Nazareth 
did  appear.  We  do  not  quote  this  tradition  because  we  believe 
that  it  is  really  a  tradition  of  the  school  of  Elijah,  but  to  show 
what  was  the  opinion  of  the  more  ancient  Jews,  and  this  it 
certainly  does.  If  the  general  expectation  of  the  Jews  at  that 
time  had  not  been  that  Messiah  was  to  appear  at  the  end  of  the 
four  thousand  years,  this  tradition,  whether  genuine  or  forged, 
could  never  have  obtained  currency  nor  belief.  If  it  be  a 
genuine  tradition  from  Elijah,  then  the  Messiah  is  certainly 
come.  But  if  it  be  fictitious,  then  it  shows  the  general  belief  of 
the  Jews  at  the  time,  and  in  every  case  proves  that  the  modern 
Jews  do  not  hold  the  doctrines  of  their  forefathers,  but  have 
got  a  new  doctrine  of  their  own.  And  it  further  shows,  that 
Christians  do  not  hold  any  new  or  peculiar  opinion  about  the 
time  of  Messiah's  coming,  but  that  they  believe,  as  the  ancient 
Jews  believed,  that  the  end  of  the  fourth  thousand  years  is  the 
right  time  of  Messiah's  coming. 

The  only  answer  that  the  Jews  have,  is,  that  the  promise  of 
Messiah's  coming  was  conditional  upon  their  repentance,  but 
that  evasion  has  been  long  since  refuted  in  the  Talmud  as 
contrary  to  Scripture  :  — 

rai&Ti  "ptini?  bs-iar1  ow  nms  -wbM  n 
CDH  sanrr  H  ib  ->»H   »  ^bwm  c^s  isb 
rrapn  nbs  ^bs:o  crw  raitrn 
s-ia?^  pro  nia?p  vnnwrz? 
->T3nbH   'i   ITS  K^n 
ima?  ->ES3a?    >    bwaa  rmajn 


sb 

sbm  st^in^  nb  nts^bs  n  ib 
n  ib  nns  i  c^bs  nn^si  ^bs  nana; 

-^^D  wbm 


s  nb  sa;^n^  n  ib  na«  7tsa7in  nnai 
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-05  sbm  -iT3rb«  "i  ib  IE**  >  nnnrm  a 

n  ib  -IBS  mttfn  ^bs  rr  nss  b^nor  mtpn  cs 
a'nnn  tznnb  ursn  ns  EDI^HI  IESD  -QD  sbm 
'n  Sw  ibsftttn  13^  cm  -iwn  " 
rnbaai  ^rn  nninn  -rsnnb  *o  nbi^n 
'-)  pna7i  "im  nbw  ba  wb^n  amp  cs  T  V"-- 


"  R.  Eliezer  said,  If  Israel  do  repentance  they  will  be  re 
deemed,  but,  if  not,  they  will  not  be  redeemed.  R.  Joshua 
replied.  If  they  do  not  repent  they  will  not  be  redeemed  :  but 
God  will  raise  up  to  them  a  king  whose  decrees  shall  be  as 
dreadful  as  Haman,  and  then  Israel  will  repent,  and  thus  he 
will  bring  them  back  to  what  is  good.  Another  tradition.  R. 
Eliezer  said,  If  Israel  do  repentance,  they  shall  be  redeemed, 
for  it  is  said,  '  Turn,  O  backsliding  children  ;  I  will  heal  your 
backsliding.'  R.  Joshua  replied,  But  was  it  not  said  long 
since,  '  Ye  have  sold  yourselves  for  nought  ;  and  ye  shall  be 
redeemed  without  money,'  (Isaiah  lii.  3.)  Where  the  words 
'  sold  for  nought  '  mean,  for  idolatry  ;  and  the  words  '  redeemed 
without  money,'  signify,  not  for  money  and  good  works.  R. 
Eliezer  then  said,  to  R.  Joshua,  But  has  it  not  been  said 
long  since,  '  Return  unto  me,  and  I  will  return  unto  you.' 
(Mai.  iii.  7.)  R.  Joshua  replied,  But  has  it  not  been  said 
long  since,  '  I  am  married  unto  you.  and  I  will  take  you  one  of 
a  city,  and  two  of  a  family,  and  I  will  bring  you  to  Zion.' 
(Jer.  iii.  14.)  R.  Eliezer  said,  But  has  it  not  been  written 
long  since,  '  In  returning  and  rest  ye  shall  be  saved.'  (Isaiah 
xxx.  1-3.)  R.  Joshua  replied  to  R.  Eliezer,  But  has  it  not 
been  said  long  since,  '  Thus  saith  the  Lord,  the  Redeemer  of 
Israel,  and  his  Holy  One,  to  him  whom  man  despiseth,  to  him 
whom  the  nation  abhorreth,  to  a  servant  of  rulers,  kings  shall 
see  and  arise,  princes  also  shall  worship.'  (Isaiah  xlix.  7.)  R. 
Eliezer  said  to  him  again,  But  has  it  not  been  said  long  since, 
'If  thou  wilt  return,  O  Israel,  return  unto  me.'  (Jer.  iv.  1.) 
To  which  II.  Joshua  replied,  But  has  it  not  been  written  long 
since,  '  I  heard  the  man  clothed  in  linen,  which  was  upon  the 
waters  of  the  river,  when  he  held  up  his  right  hand  and  his 
left  hand  unto  heaven,  and  sware  by  Him  that  liveth  for  ever, 
that  it  shall  be  for  a  time  and  times  and  half  a  time  ;  and 
when  he  shall  have  accomplished  to  scatter  the  power  of  the 
holy  people,  all  these  tilings  shall  be  finished.'  Whereupon 
R.  Eliezer  was  silent."  Here  then,  on  the  showing  of  the 
Talmud  itself,  the  opinion  that  the  coming  of  the  Messiah  is 
dependent  upon  Israel's  repentance,  is  false  ;  and  consequently 
it  is  true,  that  Messiah  was  to  come  unconditionally  at  the 
time  appointed  ;  and  therefore,  as  the  time  is  long  since  past, 
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the  Messiah  must  have  come.  But  the  ancient  rabbies  do  not 
leave  us  to  reason  upon  their  words  ;  on  the  contrary,  they  tell 
iis  expressly  that  Messiah  was  born  about  the  time  that  the 
temple  was  destroyed.  In  the  Jerusalem  Talmud,  ft.  Judan 
tells  us  a  story  of  a  Jew  who  actually  went  and  saw  him  :  —  • 


tqssp  mm  wim  -inn  mn 
mb  -IDS  i  nbp  s^an  ^ms?  in  -as  ^iDip  rrrmn 
mn  sm  ~ppap  nan  -pan  ^w  wn  -n  \siv  -in 
WP  -in  mb  -IDS  i  ma^an  IDT  ran  /  stmp»  rrn 
sobD  -pb^  sm  "ppap  -ntopi  -pin  -nap 
-IDS  »  cn2D  mb  -IDS  mDjy  HD  mb  IDS 
D  mb  IDS  i  imptn  n^b  n»s  ^insi  ca; 

cnb  n^m  snbD  n-pn  ^  n^b  -iS2S  »  sin 


"  It  happened  once  to  a  certain  Jew,  who  was  standing 
ploughing-,  that  his  cow  lowed  before  him.  A  certain  Arab 
was  passing  and  heard  its  voice  ;  he  said,  O  Jew,  O  Jew  !  un 
yoke  thine  ox,  and  loose  thy  plough-share,  for  the  temple  has 
been  laid  waste.  It  lowed  a  second  time,  and  he  said,  O  Jew, 
O  Jew  !  yoke  thine  oxen,  and  bind  on  thy  plough-shares,  for 
King  Messiah  is  born.  The  Jew  said,  What  is  his  name? 
Menachem.  He  asked  further.  What  is  the  name  of  his 
father  ?  The  other  replied,  Hezekiah.  He  asked  again, 
Whence  is  he  ?  The  other  said  from  the  Royal  residence  of 
Bethlehem  of  Judah."  (Berachoth,  fol.  5,  col.  1.)  The  stoiy, 
then,  goes  on  to  tell  us  how  he  went  and  saw  the  child,  but 
when  he  called  the  second  time,  the  mother  told  him  that  the 
winds  had  carried  the  child  away.  We  are  quite  Mailing  to 
grant  that  this  story  is  a  fable.  We  do  not  quote  it  because  we 
give  it  the  slightest  degree  of  credit,  but  simply  to  show  that 
the  more  ancient  Jews  were  so  fully  persuaded  that  the  right 
time  of  Messiah's  advent  was  past,  that  they  readily  believed 
also  that  he  was  actually  born.  The  Babylonian  Talmud,  also, 
evidently  takes  for  granted  that  Messiah  is  born,  as  appears 
from  the  following  legend  :  — 


mm  irrbsb  rrnntr-s  >ib  p  stznm 
mb  -iss  ^srrp  p  iTOEtp   '-n  Hn-)2E 
»ntn     Tsn  nirp  as  mb  n^s  TIST  sab3?b  srns 
bipi  WSH  D^att?  ^b  p  3?Enm  'n 
b^t  mb  n^s  n^tPD  vis  nws  mb 
rrrv  n^aia^o  SSD*I  ^ai-n  t^nn^s  n^n^  N 
"rnn  ^-I^DSI  ina?  ]biDi   crsbn  ^bn^D 
IDS  in  T»DSI  nn  ^w 
n^b  IDS  n^nab  bts 
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vis  n^sb  mb  IDS  wb  in  T»by  ciba?  mb  IE 

:  evn  mb 


"  K.  Joshua,  the  son  of  Levi,  found  Elijah  standing  at  the 
door  of  the  cave  of  R.  Simeon  ben  Jochai,  and  said  to  him, 
Shall  I  arrive  at  the  world  to  come  ?  He  replied,  If  this  Lord 
will.  R.  Joshua,  the  son  of  Levi,  said,  I  see  two,  but  I  hear 
the  voice  of  three.  He  also  asked,  When  will  Messiah  come  ? 
Elijah  replied,  Go,  and  ask  himself.  R.  Joshua  then  said, 
Where  does  he  sit  ?  At  the  gate  of  Rome.  And  how  is  he  to 
be  known  ?  He  is  sitting  amongst  the  poor  and  sick, 
and  they  open  their  wounds  and  bind  them  up  again  all  at 
once  :  but  he  opens  only  one,  and  then  he  opens  another,  for 
he  thinks,  perhaps  I  may  be  wanted,  and  then  I  must  not 
be  delayed.  R.  Joshua  went  to  him  and  said,  Peace  be  upon 
thee,  my  master  and  my  Lord.  He  replied,  Peace  be  upon 
thee,  son  of  Levi.  The  rabbi  then  asked  him,  When  will  my 
Lord  come  ?  He  replied,  To-day  (alluding  to  the  words  of  the 
Psalm,  To-day,  if  ye  will  hear  his  voice)."  (Sanhedrin,  fol.  98, 
col.  1.)  This  is  evidently  a  fiction,  and  a  proof  how  little 
those  doctors  regarded  truth  ;  but  it  shows  that  he  who  in 
vented  it,  and  those  who  received  it,  all  equally  believed  that 
Messiah  was  born,  and  ready  waiting  to  come  forth  for  the 
redemption  of  Israel.  It  does,  indeed,  confirm  the  common 
idea,  that  Messiah's  advent  depends  upon  the  repentance  of 
Israel,  for  it  makes  the  Messiah  say  that  he  would  come  this 
very  day,  if  Israel  would  only  hear  his  voice.  But  if  the 
Messiah  may  any  day,  wrhcn  they  repent,  come  and  save 
Israel,  then  it  is  plain  that  he  must  have  been  born  long 
since.  The  testimony  of  the  ancient  Jews,  then,  goes  to  estab 
lish  these  points  —  First,  That  the  time  for  Messiah's  advent 
has  been  long  past  ;  Secondly,  That  the  end  of  the  fourth 
thousand  years  was  the  time  when  he  ought  to  have  come  : 
and,  Thirdly,  That  at  that  time  he  did  really  come  ;  for  about 
that  time,  they  say,  he  was  born  in  Bethlehem  of  Judah. 
Eourth,  That  he  was  taken  into  Paradise,  as  Rashi  explains 
the  gate  of  Rome  to  mean  the  gate  of  Paradise  opposite  Rome  ; 
and,  Fifthly,  That  he  is  waiting  to  return  to  this  earth  for  the 
redemption  of  his  people.  Now  who  is  there  that  does  not  see 
at  once,  that  this  agrees  in  the  main  with  the  Christian  doc 
trine  ?  We  believe  that,  at  the  end  of  the  fourth  thousand 
years,  the  Messiah  was  born,  and  at  this  season  of  the  year  we 
rejoice  at  the  remembrance  of  the  Saviour's  birth.  The  Jews 
refuse  to  join  with  us,  but  who  has  the  greatest  show  of  right? 
Not  now  to  speak  of  the  prophecies,  and  of  the  historical 
evidence  which  we  have,  we  have  the  testimony  even  of  our 
opponents  to  show  that  we  are  in  the  right.  The  most  ancient 
rabbinical  writings  unanimously  confess,  that  the  time  is  past, 
s  3 
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and  that  the  Messiah  has  been  long  since  born,  and  thus  tes 
tify  the  correctness  of  our  faith  respecting  the  time  of  Messiah's 
advent.  Christians,  however,  go  on  consistently  and  believe 
further,  that  God  did  not  break  his  word,  but  performed  his 
promise,  and  therefore  we  rejoice.  The  Jews  do  not  believe, 
because  they  are  so  engrossed  with  the  temporal  deliverance 
of  the  nation,  that  they  cannot  sec  that  another  and  a  greater 
redemption  was  necessary.  We  do  not,  by  any  means,  wish 
to  deny  that  Israel  is  to  be  restored  to  the  land  of  promise,  and 
to  inherit  all  the  blessings  promised  in  the  prophets.  On  the 
contrary,  we  fully  believe  that  the  Messiah,  who  visited  this 
earth,  for  a  short  season,  will  return  and  re-establish  the  The 
ocracy  which  was  once  the  glory  of  Israel,  and  that,  in  a  much 
more  glorious  form  than  Israel  ever  saw  under  any  of  their 
kings.  We  heartily  wish  Israel  the  enjoyment  of  every  bless 
ing  promised  ;  but  we  cannot  help  remembering  that  Messiah 
has  another  and  more  important  office  than  that  of  restoring 
the  kingdom  to  Israel,  and  that  is  the  redemption  of  the  human 
race.  The  highest  pitch  of  national  glory  and  earthly  pros 
perity  would  be  as  nothing,  and  less  than  nothing  unless  the 
children  of  men  were  delivered  from  the  effects  of  Adam's  sin, 
and  made  partakers  of  a  good  hope  of  everlasting  life.  Even 
the  gathering  of  Israel  from  all  the  ends  of  the  earth  Avould 
appear  but  a  very  insignificant  business,  if  it  did  not  stand  in 
immediate  connexion  wdth  the  eternal  welfare  of  all  nations. 
Many  of  the  sons  of  men  have  appeared  as  conquerors  and 
heroes,  and  have  raised  their  country  to  a  high  degree  of 
glory,  and  conferred  upon  them  much  temporal  prosperity  ; 
but  if  Messiah  was  to  be  nothing  more,  we  confess  we  should 
riot  think  him  worth  the  having.  We  think  of  the  Messiah  as 
the  Being,  in  whom  all  the  families  of  the  earth  shall  be 
blessed,  as  the  restorer  indeed  of  Israel,  but  also  God's  sal 
vation  unto  the  end  of  the  earth.  This  is  the  doctrine  which 
Christianity  teaches,  and  which  is  confirmed  by  the  law  and 
the  prophets  ;  and  therefore  we  rejoice  that  this  great  Deli 
verer  has  been  born — that  He  came  at  first  in  great  humility 
to  bruise  the  serpent's  head,  and  to  lay  down  his  life  a  ransom 
for  many.  We  remember  that  this  blessed  news,  these  glad 
tidings  of  great  joy,  were  brought  to  us  by  Jews  ;  and,  there 
fore,  feeling  our  deep  obligations,  we  desire  to  show  our 
gratitude  by  inviting  Israel  to  come  and  partake  in  our  joy. 
We  feel  assured  that  our  joy  is  no  illusion.  Even  the  rabbies 
themselves  bear  witness  that  the  Messiah  ought  to  have  been 
born,  and  was  born  at  the  very  time  in  which  we  believe  the 
Messiah  to  have  been  born.  But  if  he  was  born  who  was  he  ? 
What  other  person  can  make  any  claim  to  the  Messiahship, 
but  He  whom  we  acknowledge  ?  Is  it  reasonable  to  believe,  as 
the  rabbies  do,  that  God  actually  sent  the  Great  Deliverer 
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down  into  this  wretched  world,  and  then  took  him  away 
again,  without  permitting  him  to  accomplish  his  work  ?  No  ; 
if  ever  he  visited  this  earth — and  that  he  did  visit  it,  hoth 
the  ancient  Jews  and  Christians  assert — he  could  not  have  left 
it  again  without  bestowing  upon  its  inhabitants  a  remedy 
for  their  woes.  The  ancient  rabbies  and  the  Christians  both 
agree  as  to  the  time  of  Messiah's  birth,  and  the  fact  of  his 
birth  in  Bethlehem.  Indeed  the  whole  nation  practically 
showed  their  agreement  with  Christians,  as  to  the  time  of 
Messiah's  advent,  by  readily  following  every  military  adven 
turer,  who  laid  claim  to  the  character  of  Redeemer.  Even 
before  the  destruction  of  the  temple,  multitudes  had  suffered 
by  their  credulity  ;  but  immediately  after  the  desolation,  the 
people  and  the  rabbies  with  one  accord  followed  Bar  Chochba, 
and  thereby  showed  the  reality  of  their  belief,  that  that  was 
about  the  time  when  Messiah  ought  to  appear.  Judaism, 
therefore,  teaches  this  doctrine — that  God  promised  the  Mes 
siah,  that  God  fixed  a  time,  that  that  time  is  past,  and  yet 
that  God  did  not  keep  his  promise.  Christianity,  on  the  con 
trary,  acknowledges  the  promise,  recognises  the  time,  believes 
that  Messiah  was  born,  but  believes  further  that  God  fulfilled 
his  word — that  Messiah  was  not  carried  away  into  Paradise, 
until  he  had  accomplished  the  work  that  was  to  be  done  at 
his  first  advent.  Then,  indeed,  we  acknowledge  that  He 
ascended  into  heaven,  and  sitteth  at  God's  right  hand,  from 
whence  he  will  come  again  for  the  final  redemption  of  hi* 
people,  and  the  establishment  of  the  reign  of  righteousness. 
The  only  real  difference  between  us  is,  as  to  the  VEHACITY  of 
God.  We  believe  that  God  did  not,  and  could  not,  break  his 
word.  Modern  Judaism  teaches  that  God  broke  his  promise. 
It  is  for  rational  beings  to  decide  which  doctrine  is  most  agree 
able  to  the  Divine  character.  For  our  own  parts,  we  will 
rejoice  in  God's  unchangeablencss,  and  say,  in  the  remem 
brance,  that  "  His  truth  endureth  for  ever." 


396 
No.  LI. 

SLAUGHTERING  OF  MEAT,   CONTINUED. 

ACCORDING  to  the  confessions  of  the  rabbles  themselves,  the 
time  for  the  advent  of  Messiah  is  long  since  past,  what  is  there 
then  that  prevents  the  Jews  from  believing  in  him,  who  came 
at  the  appointed  time  ?  The  grand  objection  is,  that  the  nation 
is  still  in  captivity  ;  they  say  that  Messiah  ought  to  have  given 
them  liberty.  The  answer  to  this  objection  is,  that  Messiah 
was  willing,  and  is  willing  to  this  hour,  to  give  them  liberty, 
but  that  they  will  not  have  it.  The  very  first  condition  of 
national  liberty  and  independence  is  moral  and  intellectual 
emancipation.  No  nation  was  ever  yet  enslaved  until  the 
hearts  and  intellects  of  the  people  had  first  become  the  slaves 
of  corruption  or  superstition  —  and  no  nation  that  hugs  to  its 
heart  the  chains  of  moral  slavery,  can  ever  be  made  free,  nor 
could  it  retain  its  liberty  if  it  got  it.  When  Messiah  came, 
therefore,  as  he  found  the  Jewish  nation  already  under  the 
Roman  yoke,  the  very  first  step  was  to  endeavour  to  emancipate 
their  hearts  and  minds,  and  to  deliver  them  from  that  moral 
bondage,  of  wrhich  their  national  degradation  was  only  a  con 
sequence.  This  first  step  Messiah  immediately  took  —  he  pro 
tested  against  the  superstitions  of  the  oral  law,  and  pointed  them 
to  the  perfect  liberty  of  God's  written  Word.  But  the  nation 
chose  to  retain  the  cause  of  their  misfortunes,  and  to  reject  the 
overtures  of  deliverance.  If  therefore  they  are  still  in  a  state  of 
national  dependence,  they  must  not  cast  the  blame  on  God,  and 
say  that  He  suffered  the  time  to  pass  away  without  fulfilling 
his  promise  ;  nor  upon  the  Messiah,  when  they  themselves 
refused  to  receive  that  without  which  no  national  liberty  can 
possibly  exist.  They  chose  to  give  themselves,  body  and  soul, 
as  bond-slaves  to  the  oral  law,  there  was,  therefore,  no  possibi 
lity  of  national  redemption.  It  would  require  an  act  of  omni 
potent  coercion,  such  as  God  does  not  employ,  to  make  a  nation 
free  against  its  will.  But  perhaps  the  Jews  of  the  present  day 
will  deny  that  they  are  in  a  state  of  moral  and  intellectual 
slavery.  We  refer  them,  in  reply,  to  the  numerous  proofs 
already  given  in  these  papers,  and  especially  the  laws  of 
nt^ntZ?  or  slaughtering,  upon  which  we  have  a  few  words  to 
add.  Where  in  all  the  world  can  a  more  wretched  slave  be 
found,  than  the  man,  who  himself,  together  with  his  family,  is 
ready  to  perish  of  hunger,  and  yet  dare  not  partake  of  wholesome 
food,  offered  by  the  providence  of  God,  because  his  rabbinical 
task-masters  say,  No  ?  But  now  take  another  instance  :  — 


rn  tarnrca;  ibtt?  ]^on  p-a  sa?  TOE 


SLAUGHTERING  OF  MEAT,    CONTINUED.  397 


W  <  nm« 
mns  D3?a  i£!£37  bv  "pED^ty  Nsb  ims 

csi  i  m  ttintzn   nm:ia   rrnm 
ho  by      rnsai   ims   "-tiEi   vnw 


"  If  a  slaughterer,  who  has  not  had  his  slaughtering  knife 
examined  before  a  wise  man  [a  rabbi],  slaughters  by  himself, 
his  knife  must  be  examined.  If  it  be  found  in  good  order  and 
examined,  he  is  to  be  excommunicated,  because  he  may  depend 
upon  himself  another  time,  when  it  has  a  gap  in  it  and  yet 
slaughter  therewith.  But,  if  it  be  found  to  have  a  gap,  he  is  to 
be  deposed  from  his  office,  and  excommunicated,  and  proclama 
tion  is  to  be  made,  that  all  the  meat  which  he  has  slaughtered 
is  carrion."  (Jad  Hachazakah,  Hilchoth  Sh'chitah,  c.  i.  26.) 
Here  we  have  the  same  slavery  and  the  same  cruel  oppression. 
In  the  first  place  we  see  the  intention  to  make  the  Jews  entirely 
dependent  upon  the  rabbies.  The  Jews  are  not  to  eat  meat 
unless  it  be  slaughtered  as  the  rabbies  direct,  and  the  slaugh 
terer  himself  is  not  even  to  do  that,  which  he  knows  to  be  right 
according  to  the  oral  law,  without  the  express  sanction  of  the 
rabbies.  All  are  to  be  in  bondage,  not  merely  to  the  oral  law, 
but  to  the  rabbi  for  the  time  being.  They  are  to  have  no  mind 
and  no  judgment  of  their  own.  In  the  simplest  concerns  of 
life  they  are  to  be  entirely  dependent  upon  the  will  and  judg 
ment  of  another.  In  the  second  place,  we  see  the  determination 
to  maintain  this  tyranny  by  the  severests  punishments.  The 
man  who  has  slaughtered  without  showing  his  knife  to  the 
rabbi,  even  though  they  have  no  fault  to  find  with  him,  is  to  be 
excommunicated—  but  if  a  rabbinic  flaw  in  the  knife  should  be 
detected,  then  not  only  the  man  himself  is  to  suffer,  but  those 
who  employed  him,  and  also  the  Israelites  themselves  to  be 
deprived  of  food.  All  that  he  has  slaughtered  is  to  be  declared 
unfit  for  use.  Who  can  deny  that  those  who  think  their  con 
sciences  bound  by  such  laws  are  in  miserable  bondage?  Who, 
that  has  his  senses  and  God's  Word  to  guide  them,  can  believe 
that  a  small  gap  in  a  knife  is  sufficient  to  make  meat  unfit  for 
food?  Who  ever  saw  a  knife,  or  even  the  finest  razor  that 
ever  was  manufactured,  without  a  series  of  such  imperfections? 
Let  a  rabbi,  who  has  just  pronounced,  concerning  a  knife, 
that  it  has  no  gap  in  it,  apply  a  microscope,  and  he  will  soon 
find  out  that  a  knife  without  gaps  never  existed.  He  will  be 
convinced  that  the  oral  lav/  requires  what  is  impossible,  and 
therefore  cannot  possibly  be  from  God.  Who  then  can 
deny  that  those  who  are  bound  by  it,  are  the  slaves  of  su 
perstition  ?  There  never  was,  and  never  will  bo  in  the  world, 
such  a  thing  as  a  knife  without  the  least  possible  gap,  and 
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consequently  there  never  was,  and  never  will  be,  any  meat  fit 
for  the  food  of  a  Rabbinist.  The  Jews  must  therefore  either 
give  up  the  use  of  meat  entirely,  or  they  must  give  up  the 
oral  law. 

If  the  oral  law  were  uniformly  severe,  and  everywhere 
required  that  its  adherents  should  obtain  the  best  possible 
evidence  that  their  meat  was  properly  slaughtered  :  or  in  case 
they  could  not  obtain  this  evidence,  that  they  should  entirely 
abstain  from  meat,  the  consistency  of  the  doctrine  would  in 
some  measure  justify,  or  at  least  excuse  the  credulity  of  the 
Jews.  But  this  is  not  the  case,  its  authors  felt  the  inconve 
nience  of  their  own  doctrine,  and  therefore  relaxed  whenever  it 
suited  themselves.  For  instance,  they  say  :  — 

ib  -ybm  tenw  pim»  bs-itr^  irs-itz* 

pi  i  mmn  IT  *nn  viv  irs  is  snv  cs 
«i  '  ntointp  n»ran  NSEI  ^b  tainan  s^  irnbtpb 
pnma  IT  •nn  in«  D«  ni^ns?  irnba;  QM  3n-r 

t^ntf?  b^s    ^^ 


"  If  we  were  to  see  an  Israelite  at  a  distance  who  had 
slaughtered  a  beast,  and  he  was  to  go  his  way,  and  we  were 
ignorant  of  the  fact  whether  he  understood  the  art  or  not, 
in  that  case  the  meat  is  lawful.  And  in  like  manner,  if  a  man 
should  say  to  his  messenger,  Go  and  slaughter  for  me,  and 
should  find  the  beast  slaughtered,  but  it  should  not  be  certain 
whether  his  messenger,  or  another  person,  had  slaughtered  it, 
this  also  is  lawful,  for  the  majority  of  persons  concerned  in 
slaughtering  are  skilful."  (Ibid.,  c.  iv.  7.)  This  relaxation 
shows  how  exceedingly  inconvenient  the  doctrine  was  found, 
and  how  unwilling  the  doctors  were  to  bear  inconvenience 
themselves.  No  doubt  cases  often  occurred  in  real  life  similar 
to  those  supposed.  An  Israelite  travelling  might  come  to  a 
town  in  which  lived  a  small  congregation  of  Jews,  and  might 
wish  to  have  some  dinner,  and  would  of  course  wish  to  have  it 
of  lawful  meat.  The  only  satisfactory  way  of  obtaining  it 
would  be  to  go  to  the  person  who  had  slaughtered  it,  and 
examine  him  as  to  his  competency,  but  he  might  be  absent,  if 
therefore  he  should  be  scrupulous,  he  would  have  to  go  without 
his  dinner  ;  and  the  same  thing  would  happen  to  a  rich  man, 
who  might  send  a  messenger  to  a  neighbouring  town  to  have  a 
beast  killed  for  him.  The  messenger  might  send  back  the  meat 
by  some  one  else,  and  thus  the  owner  would  not  have  satisfac 
tory  evidence,  that  the  rabbinic  laws  had  been  observed.  Here 
again  the  man  who  was  rich  enough  to  do  this,  might  have  to 
go  without  his  dinner,  or  to  wait  an  inconvenient  time.  The 
oral  law  has  therefore  provided  in  this  case  that  the  meat  is 
lawful  for  use  without  any  further  scruples.  But  this  decision 
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shows  of  how  little  real  importance  all  these  precepts  about 
slaughtering  are.  If  it  be  a  sin  to  eat  meat  not  properly  killed, 
then  it  is  also  a  sin  to  eat  meat,  when  there  is  no  satisfactory 
evidence  of  this  fact.  Whenever  a  man  doubts  about  the  right 
or  wrong  of  any  particular  action,  he  is  certainly  wrong  if  he 
does  it.  But  if  it  be  certain  that  he  may  either  do  it  or  leave 
it  undone  without  guilt,  then  that  action  cannot  be  sinful.  And 
as  the  rabbies  here  affirm,  that  men  may  lawfully  eat  meat, 
concerning  which  they  have  no  satisfactory  evidence  that  it 
has  been  lawfully  slaughtered,  it  follows  that  the  rabbinic  art 
cannot  be  of  much  value.  Why  then  should  a  poor  man  be 
starved  if  he  does  not  eat,  or  flogged  if  he  does  eat,  meat 
slaughtered  by  a  Gentile,  when,  if  he  had  money  to  send  a 
beast  to  be  killed,  he  might  eat  what  was  sent  back,  even 
though  he  had  no  proof  that  the  laws  were  kept  ?  Indeed  how 
are  the  poor  and  unlearned  ever  to  know,  that  they  cat  lawful 
meat  ?  If  they  were  even  to  stand  by,  and  see  the  operation 
performed,  still,  as  being  ignorant  of  the  rabbinic  laws,  they 
could  not  understand,  and  must  therefore  take  the  matter 
entirely  upon  trust  :  and  thus  the  mass  of  the  nation,  the 
unlearned  and  the  women,  are  made  the  blind  slaves  of  laws 
which  they  neither  understand  nor  know  ;  or  rather  of  those 
who  expound  those  laws,  for  how  can  it  -be  said  that  a  man 
transgresses  that  of  which  he  does  not  know  the  right  or 
wrong  ? 

If  the  rabbies  were  all  unanimous  in  their  statement  of  what 
is  and  is  not  lawful,  the  unanimity  might  in  some  degree  ex 
cuse  the  Jews  for  submitting  to  a  yoke  so  grievous,  and  holding 
it  fast  round  the  necks  of  their  brethren.  They  might  urge 
the  uniformity  of  the  tradition  as  a  proof  of  its  genuineness. 
But  this  cannot  be  pretended  in  the  present  case.  To  this  very 
hour  the  rabbies  themselves  are  not  agreed  as  to  what  is,  or 
what  is  not  the  oral  law.  We  have  just  seen  that  if  a  man  send 
a  messenger  to  have  a  beast  slaughtered,  and  afterwards  find  it 
slaughtered,  that  he  may  cat  of  it  without  asking  any  more 
questions.  This  is  the  general  principle,  but  as  soon  as  it  comes 
to  be  applied  in  detail  the  rabbies  differ.  The  Baal  Turim  thus 
states  the  difference  :  — 


^n  b:is  rrm  ns^Etp  Mpn  nrnmn 

bin  nro  pi  mios  rrantp  nstpsn  is 
sbs  -IDS  sbi  rrantp  nctpsn  ib^s  -nnn  VT  S"si 
:  s"nttnn  pi  pitmrc 


"  Rambam  has  written  expressly,  In  case  that  it  should  be 
found  in  the  house  ;  but,  if  he  find  it  in  the  street,  or  on  the 
dunghill  in  the  house,  it  is  forbidden.  The  Baal  Haittur  has 
given  the  same  judgment  :  but  my  lord  my  father  of  blessed 
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memory  says,  the  meat  is  lawful,  even  if  it  be  found  oil  the 
dunghill  in  the  house,  and  has  not  pronounced  it  unlawful, 
except  when  found  on  the  dunghill  in  the  street  :  and  Kashba 
is  of  the  same  opinion."  (Joreh  l)eah.,  1.)  Here,  then,  we  have 
the  most  learned  of  the  rabbies,  disputing  as  to  what  is  the  law  ; 
the  one  party  pronouncing  that  to  be  unlawful  which  the  other 
party  declares  lawful.  What,  then,  are  the  unlearned  to  do  in 
this  case?  Or  how  can  it  be  said  that  there  is  an  oral  law 
which  gives  the  true  meaning  of  the  written  law  ?  Or,  if  there 
be  an  oral  law,  what  use  is  it,  when  it  is  itself  a  subject  of  dis 
pute  ?  Every  one  who  has  looked  into  the  oral  law  knows  that 
this  difference  of  opinion  is  by  no  means  a  rare  case  ;  and  that 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  difference  of  opinion  is  in  matters  of 
minor  importance.  Let  us,  for  example,  consider  the  case  of 
an  Israelite  who  is  accustomed  to  eat  unlawful  meat,  and  does 
so  to  vex  Israel  —  is  it  lawful  to  eat  the  meat  which  he  has  killed? 

nbnra  ib  "p-ioia  *psttf  H"nan 
DNI  t  vnn  bs?  TETO  b«-^  DS 
D  IK  nVnn     ZD  nnn  v/2? 

nns  Vt 


"  Rashba  has  written  that  it  is  not  lawful  to  give  him  a  beast 
intentionally  to  slaughter,  even  if  an  Israelite  should  stand  by. 
But  if  he  has  slaughtered  the  beast,  it  may  be  declared  lawful 
by  means  of  examining  the  knife,  either  at  the  beginning  or  at 
the  end  ;  and  my  lord  my  father  of  blessed  memory  has  written 
that  in  the  case  of  such  a  person  the  law  is  the  same  as  in  that 
of  a  Gentile."  (Ibid.  2.)  Now  the  difference  here  is  very  great 
and  very  important.  The  one  opinion  says,  that,  under  certain 
circumstances,  such  meat  is  lawful.  The  other,  that  it  is  un 
lawful  as  that  killed  by  a  Gentile  —  that  is,  what  the  one  allows, 
the  other  pronounces  to  be  so  unlawful  as  to  deserve  the  flog 
ging  of  rebellion,  as  we  saw  in  No.  49.  Here,  then,  is  a  case 
involving  severe  corporal  punishment,  and  yet  the  rabbies  are 
not  agreed  as  to  which  is  the  law.  How,  then,  can  men  of 
sense  and  reflection  give  themselves  up  to  a  system,  the  doctors 
of  which  cannot  agree  upon  a  question  so  simple  as  this,  What 
sort  of  food  is  lawful,  and  what  is  unlawful  ?  and  who,  never 
theless,  require  unlimited  obedience  under  the  heaviest  penalties 
temporal  and  eternal  ?  The  oral  law  does  not  suffer  a  wise  man 
to  be  contradicted,  and  declares  that  all  their  sayings  are  "  the 
words  of  the  living  God;"  and  yet  here  they  contradict  one 
another  so  widely,  that  if  a  man  follow  the  one,  he  will  be 
sentenced  to  a  flogging  by  the  other  —  and  if  from  fear  of  the 
flogging  he  should  agree  with  the  latter,  he  will  then  be  con 
tradicting  the  former,  and  thereby  incur  the  sentence  of  ex 
communication,  and  even  run  a  risk  of  losing  his  soul.  But 
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in  every  case  he  must  give  up  his  judgment  and  his  reason,  and 
submit  to  be  led  by  those,  who  are  still  disputing  about  the  right 
road  :  yea,  and  if  he  would  obey  the  oral  law,  must  confess  that 
they  are  both  in  the  right.  If  this  be  not  moral  and  intellectual 
slavery  of  the  worst  kind,  we  have  yet  to  learn  the  meaning  of 
these  words.  It  will  not  be  a  pertinent  reply  to  say  that  Chris 
tians  also  differ  in  opinion  on  important  points.  We  confess  that 
they  do,  and  will  continue  to  do  so,  as  long  as  they  continue  to 
be  fallible  men  :  but  then  these  persons  do  not  profess  to  have 
an  oral  law  given  by  God  in  order  to  preserve  them  from  a  wrong 
interpretation.  There  is  one  Christian  Church  that  has  followed 
the  example  of  the  rabbies  in  this  particular,  and  has  therefore 
fallen  into  many  of  their  absurdities.  Difference  of  opinion 
amongst  those  who  make  no  such  pretensions  is  no  argument 
against  the  truth  of  the  original  records,  whence  both  professedly 
draw  their  religion.  Two  men  may  differ  as  to  the  sense  of  a 
verse  in  the  law  of  Moses,  and  yet  we  know  that  the  verse  itself 
contains  the  truth.  But  when  each  of  these  persons  tells  us  that 
his  interpretation  is  an  inspired  tradition,  and  that  both,  though 
contradicting  each  other,  are  equally  true  and  correct,  then  it 
is  evident  that  they  say  not  only  what  is  false,  but  what  is  ab 
surd,  and  that  they  are  labouring  under  a  delusion.  If  it  be  a 
mere  speculative  delusion  it  is  to  be  deplored — but  if  it  be  a 
practical  delusion,  involving  the  happiness  and  welfare  of  thou 
sands,  it  must  be  combated  and  exposed — and  this  is  precisely 
the  case  with  the  oral  law.  The  particular  part  of  it  which  we 
have  now  been  considering  seriously  affects  the  temporal  com 
fort  of  many  thousands  of  the  poor  in  every  part  of  the  world. 
The  general  principles  enslave  the  minds  of  the  whole  nation, 
and  thus  prevent  the  state  of  happiness  and  glory  which  the 
prophets  have  promised.  The  Jewish  nation  is  in  a  state  01 
dispersion,  and  in  some  parts  of  the  world  victims  of  a  cruel 
oppression,  simply  because  they  are  the  willing  slaves  of  super 
stition.  Until  an  intellectual  and  moral  change  is  effected,  they 
never  can  appear  as  "  the  peculiar  people,  the  kingdom  of  priests, 
the  holy  nation."  High  and  holy  is  their  destiny,  and  great  is 
the  providential  mercy  of  God  in  still  preserving  them,  when 
they  refuse  obstinately  to  fulfil  it.  But  neither  their  destiny 
nor  God's  forbearance  can  be  of  any  avail,  until  they  reassert 
the  glorious  liberty  of  the  children  of  God.  The  chains  of  llab- 
binism  must  be  broken,  and  the  mild  yoke  of  Messiah  taken 
upon  their  shoulders,  before  national  independence  and  liberty 
can  return.  How  could  a  nation  exist,  whose  moral  and  intel 
lectual  energies  are  all  crampt  by  the  endless  subtleties  of  the 
rabbies  ?  How  could  a  people  maintain  national  liberty  whilst 
they  are  such  perfect  slaves  to  superstition  as  to  believe  that 
traditions,  which  are  the  curse  of  the  poor,  and  many  of  which 
flatly  contradict  others,  all  proceed  from  the  God  of  mercy  and 
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truth?  The  temple  must  first  be  cleansed  of  all  defilement 
before  the  glory  of  God  can  enter.  It  is  therefore  a  matter  of 
the  first  and  highest  importance,  to  every  Jew  who  wishes  well 
to  his  nation,  to  examine  that  system,  whose  constant  companion 
for  so  many  centuries  has  been  misery;  and  if  they  are  convinced 
of  its  falsehood,  then  to  use  every  exertion  to  deliver  their 
brethren,  from  that  which  is  mischievous  as  well  as  false.  We 
might  urge  its  tendency  to  produce  and  perpetuate  an  unfriendly 
separation  between  the  Jews  and  their  neighbours  :  not  that 
we  are  ignorant  of  God's  declaration, 

sb  nnnm     rr^  -nnb  c^  ?n 


"  Lo,  the  people  shall  dwell  alone,  and  shall  not  be  reckoned 
among  the  nations."  (Numb,  xxiii.  9.)  We  know  it  and  be 
lieve  it,  and  are  therefore  fully  convinced,  that  all  the  wit  and 
power  of  man  will  never  be  able  to  effect  what  some  so  ardently 
desire,  an  amalgamation  with  the  nations  where  Israel  is  dis 
persed.  We  have  no  desire  to  contravene  the  declared  will  of 
God,  and  to  degrade  Israel  from  their  position  as  a  holy  nation 
to  the  rank  of  an  inconsiderable  religious  sect.  But  still  we 
might  urge  against  the  oral  law,  that  it  goes  beyond  God's  in 
tention  by  producing  an  unfriendly  separation  and  an  estrange 
ment  between  man  and  man,  which  is  injurious  to  the  welfare 
of  both  Jew  and  Gentile  ;  we  leave  this,  however,  to  the  con 
sideration  of  those  Israelites  who  feel,  or  profess  to  feel,  a  love 
and  affection  for  all  men  ;  and  content  ourselves  at  present  with 
the  indubitable  fact,  that  the  laws  concerning  slaughtering  are 
most  oppressive  to  the  poor  and  enslaving  to  the  minds  of  all. 
It  is  not  merely  the  bodily  grievance  of  starvation  to  wrhich  we 
now  allude,  though  that  is  wicked  and  vexatious  to  the  last 
degree,  and  should  therefore  not  be  tolerated  for  a  moment  by 
the  humane  and  the  merciful.  There  is  something  that  is  worse 
than  any  bodily  suffering,  and  that  is,  to  be  tempted  to  do  vio 
lence  to  conscience  by  professing  what  we  do  not  believe,  or  by 
concealing  our  real  sentiments.  And  yet  in  many  a  Jewish 
congregation  this  is  frequently  the  case.  It  pleases  God  to  give 
to  the  poor  the  power  of  reasoning  as  well  as  to  the  rich,  and 
thus  some  of  this  class  are  occasionally  led  to  see  the  absurdity 
of  the  oral  law,  and  to  detest  those  inventions  which  doom  them 
and  their  families  to  starvation,  but  yet  they  would  not  dare 
either  to  avow  or  to  act  upon  their  conviction.  To  eat  any 
other  than  rabbinical  food  would  at  once  cut  them  off  from  the 
bounty  of  the  synagogue,  and  from  the  sympathy  of  its  wor 
shippers.  To  express  their  convictions  wrould  be  sufficient  to 
have  them  numbered  with  the  profane  and  ungodly,  and  there 
fore  they  conceal  their  real  sentiments,  and  pretend  to  be  what 
they  are  not,  that  they  may  not  deprive  their  families  of  the 
little  assistance  which  an  apparent  conformity  to  rabbinic 
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usages  may  procure.  Here  then  is  another  and  more  unequi 
vocal  badge  of  slavery.  The  oral  law  deprives  the  poor  entirely 
of  liberty  of  conscience.  He  not  only  must  not  eat,  he  must 
not  think,  at  least  he  must  not  express  a  thought,  no,  nor  even 
a  doubt,  about  that  system  which  is  the  cause  of  his  misery.  It 
is  true,  that  those  who  profess  or  suppress  religious  sentiments 
merely  to  serve  their  temporal  interests,  are  either  very  weak 
or  very  guilty.  But  we  must  make  some  allowance  for  the  in 
firmity  of  human  nature,  and  especially  in  the  case  of  a  poor 
man,  who  has  no  bread  for  his  children,  and  whose  mind  has 
been  debased  from  his  youth  by  such  bondage.  It  is  to  the 
system  that  we  are  to  impute  these  debasing  effects.  It  not 
only  torments  the  body,  but  degrades  the  mind  ;  and.  therefore, 
every  Israelite  who  loves  and  respects  liberty  of  conscience, 
should  endeavour  to  procure  it  for  his  brethren.  According  to 
the  law  of  the  land  they  have  it.  They  are  free  to  worship  and 
serve  God  as  they  think  most  agreeable  to  his  will ;  but  the  oral 
law  steps  in  between,  and  deprives  them  of  the  benefit.  The 
Jewish  poor  dare  not  serve  God  according  to  their  conscience, 
nor  even  express  the  convictions  of  their  heart.  All  the  legis 
lators  in  Christendom  could  not  set  them  free.  The  duty  as 
well  as  the  possibility  of  delivering  them  from  this  bondage  rests 
with  their  brethren.  But  they,  alas  !  whatever  the  motive, 
decline  the  glorious  task. 


No.  LII. 
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IT  is  recorded  of  the  Cutlieans  and  those  other  nations 
whom  the  King  of  Assyria  placed  as  colonists  at  Samaria, 
that  they  endeavoured  to  combine  the  service  of  the  true 
God  with  the  worship  of  idols.  "  So  these  nations  feared 
the  Lord,  and  served  their  graven  images,  both  their 
children  and  their  children's  children  :  as  did  their  fathers, 
so  do  they  unto  this  day."  (2  Kings  xvii.  41.)  Every  one 
can  see  that  this  conduct  was  as  foolish  as  it  was  wicked. 
It  was  wicked  to  dishonour  the  true  God  by  associating 
liim  with  them  that  were  no  gods  ;  and  it  was  foolish  to 
imagine  that  God  could  be  pleased  with  a  partial  homage 
and  a  divided  heart.  Total  idolatry  would  have  been  more 
reasonable  and  less  offensive  to  the  Divine  Being,  for  he, 
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whom  we  acknowledge  as  God,  must  necessarily  have  the 
whole  of  our  fear,  our  love,  and  our  obedience.  And  yet 
there  is  perhaps  a  way  of  serving-  God  more  unreasonable 
still,  and  that  is  by  giving  to  sinful  and  fallible  men  the 
honour  that  is  due  to  God  alone.  The  Cutheans  falsely 
thought  that  God  was  one  amongst  many  j  and  if  they 
worshipped  the  many,  it  was  under  the  "impression  that 
they  were  really  gods.  But  suppose  a  nation  to  acknow 
ledge  the  one  true  God,  and  then  to  fix  upon  a  certain 
number  of  men  to  be  honoured  and  served  with  the  same 
degree  of  reverence  and  obedience  ;  none  can  doubt  that 
this  nation  would  be  far  more  irrational  than  that  of  the 
Cutheans,  inasmuch  as  to  pay  Divine  honours  to  a  number 
of  our  fellow-men  is  more  extravagant  still  than  to  worship 
a  plurality  of  imaginary  deities.  Some  may  think  that  such 
a  degree  of  absurdity  is  impossible,  but  fact  shows  that  it  is 
not  only  possible,  but  that  it  has  actually  occurred.  When 
men  exalt  the  inventions  of  their  teachers  to  a  level  with 
the  known  and  acknowledged  laws  of  God,  and  make  obe 
dience  to  these  inventions  an  essential  part  of  their  religion, 
they^  confer  upon  men  the  highest  degree  of  honour  and  of 
service  that  can  be  rendered  to  God.  The  unreserved  sub 
mission  of  the  heart  and  conscience  to  the  will  of  God  is  the 
highest  act  of  worship,  and  when  it  is  given  to  the  will  of 
men,  in  that  degree  men  are  made  gods.  Whether  these 
remarks  apply  to  those  who  make  the  nbnil  *lK?a  mi)bn» 
i.e.,  "  The  constitutions  concerning  meat  in  milk  "  a  part 
of  their  religion,  it  is  for  the  adherents  of  the  oral  law  to 
inquire. 

The   general  principle   of  these   constitutions   is   thus  ex 
pressed  — 

minn  p  ib^sb  -nosi  ibt^nb  -now  nbrn 
ho  "iss:?  TID«  VICNI  imw  ^-mpi  n«am 
npib  "rns^  rvw   csmitfa  Stwtz? 
PHD  b^isn  pi  i  IEH  nbm  •nn  btron  sb 
npib  into  ibtznraa?  nbnm  -itpn 


"  It  is  unlawful  to  boil  meat  in  milk  —  according  to  the 
law,  it  is  also  unlawful  to  eat  it  ;  it  is  likewise  unlawful  to 
make  any  profit  by  it,  and  it  is  to  be  buried.  Its  ashes  are 
also  unlawful,  like  the  ashes  of  other  things  that  are  buried. 
WThosoever  boils  together  a  quantity  of  these  two  things, 
equal  to  an  olive,  is  to  be  flogged,  for  it  is  said,  '  Thou  shalt 
not  seethe  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk.'  (Exod.  xxiii.  19.)  In 
like  manner,  he  that  eats  a  quantity  of  the  flesh  and  the  milk, 
which  have  been  boiled  together,  amounting  in  value  to  an 
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olive,  is  to  be  flogged,  even  though  he  did  not  boil  them." 
(Hilchoth  Maakhaloth  Asuroth,  c.  ix.  i.)  Here  the  oral 
law  determines  generally,  that  it  is  unlawful  to  boil  meat  in 
milk,  or  to  make  any  use  of  meat  so  boiled,  and  sentences 
the  transgressor  to  a  severe  and  degrading  corporal  punish 
ment,  and  yet  this  determination  is  altogether  an  invention 
of  men,  for  which  there  is  not  the  slightest  authority  in  the 
Word  of  God.  The  prohibition  of  Moses  is  confined  to  one 
single  case,  which  is  exactly  denned  :  "  Thou  shalt  not  seethe 
a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk,"  but  there  the  prohibition  ends, 
for  the  specification  of  one  particular  shows  that  that  alone 
is  intended,  and  necessarily  excludes  all  others.  To  give 
some  colour  to  the  unwarranted  extension,  it  is  asserted  that 

137  ran  ibi  nu?n  *rbi  -ntpn  "rbi  bb-o  sin 


"  Kid  includes  the  young  of  kinc,  of  sheep,  and  of  goats, 
so  that  to  particularize,  the  word  goat  is  added  as  '  a  kid  of 
the  goats.'  "  And  so  Rashi  also  affirms  in  his  commentary. 
Aben  Ezra,  however,  has  saved  us  the  trouble  of  giving  a 
refutation  of  our  own,  for  he  says  — 

pttfbm  nnsriB  sints  p-i  s-ip>  sb  na  SD  p  "nrsi 
tcnsn  HP  p~i  i  ins  ^E  bi?  -las^  sbi  ^in  sin  ^ms 
•o  era  nntt  hmn  'nn  ^  cm  na  ^m  ^"o  r^ 
osi  nnsn  n37  invn  T"1^  12TO 
bs-itt7>  ib^s^  sbty  ibn 


"  This  is  not  so,  for  nothing  is  called  kid  except  the 
young  of  the  goats  ;  and  in  Arabic  the  word  has  the  same 
signification,  and  is  never  applied  to  any  other  species.  But 
there  is  a  difference  between  kid  and  kid  of  the  goats,  for 
the  former  is  larger,  and  it  is  necessary  for  the  latter  still 
to  be  with  the  goats  ;  and  the  same  thing  is  true  of  ")>37^>, 
which  is  used  in  the  same  way.  It  is  by  tradition  that  the 
wise  men  received,  that  Israel  should  not  eat  meat  in  milk." 
(Comment,  in  Exod.  xxiii.  19.)  Thus  Aben  Ezra,  himself 
a  most  learned  rabbi,  confesses  that  the  words  of  the  written 
law  restrict  the  prohibition  to  one  particular  case,  and  that 
the  rest  is  mere  matter  of  tradition.  Of  course  if  it  could 
be  proved  that  this  tradition  came  from  God  through  Moses, 
it  would  be  equivalent  to  the  written  law,  but  there  is  no 
attempt  to  prove  anything  of  the  kind.  The  authors  of  the 
oral  law  calculated  throughout  upon  the  blind  credulity  of 
their  followers,  and  therefore  here,  as  elsewhere,  there  is  an 
entire  absence  of  proof.  Indeed,  the  tradition  itself  bears 
the  plain  mark  of  forgery.  How  can  any  one  possibly  be- 
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lieve  that,  if  God  meant  to  forbid  meat  and  milk  entirely, 
he  should  first  express  himself  incorrectly,  and  then  leave 
the  correction  of  the  error  to  uncertain  tradition  ?  If  the 
command  had  only  been  once  noticed,  it  would  have  been 
hard  to  believe  such  a  thing  ;  but  when  we  remember  that 
this  command  is  thrice  repeated,  in  Exod.  xxiii.  19,  xxxiv. 
26,  and  Deut.  xiv.  21,  it  is  plainly  incredible.  Thrice  is 
the  command  written,  and  thrice  it  is  restricted  to  one 
particular  case,  and  yet  the  rabbics  have  dared  to  make 
unauthorized  additions  of  their  own,  and  their  followers  to 
this  day  exalt  them  to  a  level  with  the  laws  of  God.  It 
cannot  be  replied  that  the  rabbics  would  not  commit  such 
wickedness  as  this,  for  every  one  who  knows  anything  of 
the  oral  law,  knows  that  a  great  proportion  of  it  consists 
merely  of  the  words  of  the  Scribes,  acknowledged  as  such, 
and  distinguished  by  that  name  from  the  supposed  traditions 
from  Sinai.  Thus  in  the  constitutions  before  us,  it  is  plainly 
confessed  that  the  written  law  allows  the  flesh  of  wild  animals 
and  of  fowl  in  milk,  and  yet  the  rabbies  forbid  it  :  — 

nbm  "pn  rrn   nbra  7*2  ?vnn  rrn  ntzn  pi 
p^b  minn  753  nb^sn  ~nos  irs 


nbm  mints  nnra  -itzn  "tes^i  min 
nbra  nil  Kbw  mron  rrofctPQ  7^  "HITO  minis 
:  nbm  n^n  brj  nos 


"  And  thus  the  flesh  of  a  wild  animal  or  of  fowl,  whether  in 
the  milk  of  a  wild  or  tame  animal,  is  not  forbidden  as  food  by 
the  written  law,  and  therefore  it  is  lawful  to  boil  it,  and  to 
profit  by  it.  But  according  to  the  words  of  the  scribes,  it  is 
unlawful  to  eat  it,  lest  the  people  should  go  farther,  and  be  led 
into  a  transgression  of  the  written  law,  and  eat  the  flesh  of  a 
clean  beast  in  the  milk  of  a  clean  beast  :  for  tlie  letter  of  the 
written  law  refers  only  to  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk  in  the 
strictest  sense  ;  therefore  the  wise  men  have  forbidden  all  meat 
in  milk."  In  this  there  is  no  equivocation,  but  a  simple  con 
fession  that  the  rabbics  have  taken  upon  themselves  to  for 
bid  what  God  has  allowed  ;  and  have,  without  ceremony  or 
scruple,  made  great  additions  to  his  law.  It  matters  little 
what  the  motive  was,  the  conduct  itself  is  in  the  highest 
degree  presumptuous.  The  pretence,  that  these  additions 
were  made  only  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  people  far 
removed  from  sin,  will  not  serve  as  a  ground  of  justification. 
If  God  had  desired  such  precautionary  measures,  as  being 
either  necessary  or  beneficial,  he  would  have  prescribed  them 
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himself.  If  he  did  not  prescribe  them,  and  the  rabbies  them 
selves  confess  that  he  did  not,  but  that  they  are  the  words  of 
the  scribes,  then  they  can  be  neither  necessary  nor  beneficial, 
unless  we  can  believe  what  it  would  be  blasphemy  to  assert, 
that  is,  that  God's  law  was  imperfect  until  it  was  mended 
by  the  scribes.  It  is  truly  astonishing  that  men  professing 
respect  for  the  law  of  Moses  should  treat  it  with  such  in 
dignity,  and  still  more  so  that  those  who  appear  so  anxious  to 
avoid  transgression,  should  themselves  systematically  trans 
gress  that  plain  command. 

:  EDns  msn  ^:s  -nps  nnin  br  ic^oin  sb 

"  Ye  shall  not  add  unto  the  word  which  I  command  you." 
(I)eut.  iv.  2.)  But  the  most  extraordinary  thing  of  all  is,  that 
the  modern  Jews  should  pride  themselves  on  the  purity  of 
their  faith,  and  think  that  they  only  of  all  the  nations  serve 
the  true  Gfod  and  him  only,  when  they  are  in  truth  serving  the 
authors  of  the  oral  law,  and  dividing  their  religious  obedience 
between  God  and  the  rabbies.  If  the  rabbinic  additions  were 
specimens  of  profound  wisdom  in  legislation,  or  had  a  tendency 
to  promote  either  the  moral  or  temporal  welfare  of  mankind, 
there  would  be  some  excuse,  but  what  shall  we  say  of  those 
who  transgress  a  plain  command  for  the  sake  of  such  an  addi 
tion  as  the  following  : — 

Tab  nbnm  -imE  Tab*  -Jtp^n 


is  en  "pnb  en  bsstp  is  in^n  CTT:D 

en  sim  crp3ttfa  ins  b53  ns  bms  en  -pnb 

in  ymv  iVo  -itpnn  ^bip  pi^  Him 

rm»  7312  -pnb  pi^  S^3  csi  ns^n  b^isi  nbnn 


"  The  flesh  by  itself  is  lawful,  and  the  milk  by  itself  is  law 
ful,  but  as  soon  they  are  mixed  together  by  means  of  boiling 
(or  cooking)  they  both  become  unlawful.  In  what  cases  does 
this  hold  ?  When  both  are  boiled  together,  or  when  one  being 
hot  falls  into  the  other  also  being  hot,  or  when  one,  cold,  falls 
into  the  other  hot.  But  if  one  of  them  being  hot  falls  upon 
the  second  being  cold,  then  all  that  part  of  the  meat  Avhich 
was  touched  by  the  milk  is  to  be  peeled  off,  and  the  remainder 
may  be  eaten.  But  if  one  in  a  cold  state  falls  upon  the  other 
also  cold,  then  that  peace  is  to  be  washed,  and  after  that  may 
be  eaten."  (Hilchoth  Maakhaloth  Asuroth,  c.  ix.  17.)  "We 
have,  in  the  first  place,  an  unwarranted  extension  of  the  divine 
command.  God  has  simply  forbidden  to  seethe  a  kid  in  its 
mother's  milk.  The  rabbies  first  extend  this  to  the  young  of 
kine,  and  sheep.  Then  they  advance  another  step  and  forbid 
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the  boiling  or  cooking  of  any  sort  of  meat  in  milk,  and  now 
we  have  seen  another  advance  still,  whereby  even  any  mixture 
of  flesh  and  milk  is  strictly  forbidden.  Thus  the  rabbies  aim 
at  universal  dominion,  and  are  satisfied  with  nothing  short 
of  an  entire  subjugation  of  the  heart  and  conscience.  Other 
tyrants  must  rest  satisfied  with  the  enslavement  of  the  body, 
but  cannot  touch  the  thought.  The  authors  of  the  oral 
law  attack  the  liberty  of  thought,  and  intrude  even  into  the 
kitchens  of  their  victims.  They  are  determined  that  their  fol 
lowers  shall  not  eat  excepting  as  they  please,  and  boldly  invade 
the  prerogative  of  God  himself,  by  forbidding  the  food  which 
he  provides  for  his  people.  But  this  extract  presents,  in  the 
second  place,  an  outrage  on  common  sense.  If  milk  and  meat 
each  be  lawful  by  itself,  how  can  the  mixture  make  them  un 
lawful  ?  Whatever  God  forbids  is  unlawful,  no  matter  whether 
we  understand  the  reason  or  not.  But  here  the  rabbies  them 
selves  acknowledge  that  God  has  not  forbidden  this  mixture ; 
but  that  the  prohibition  is  entirely  their  own  invention.  We  are 
therefore  bound  to  use  our  senses,  if  God  has  given  us  any,  and 
to  ask  a  reason  why.  Then,  again,  why  should  that  which  is 
lawful  when  cold,  be  made  unlawful  by  being  hot  ?  It  may  be 
said,  that  this  is  a  matter  of  little  importance.  In  itself  it  is  ; 
but  as  a  burden  on  the  consciences  of  men,  it  is  of  the  very 
highest  importance,  and  as  a  cheat  upon  the  ignorant  it  is 
more  important  still.  In  many  countries,  these  and  similar 
inventions  constitute  the  whole  religion  of  the  ignorant,  and 
especially  of  the  women.  The  oral  law  affirms  that  it  is  not 
necessary  to  teach  women  the  law  of  God,  but  it  is  almost  a 
matter  of  life  and  death  that  they  should  know  these  rabbinic 
laws  about  meat  and  milk.  If  a  woman  is  unable  to  read  the 
Word  of  God,  and  is  as  ignorant  as  a  heathen,  of  God's  will, 
the  rabbies  think  that  is  a  trifle.  But  if  a  woman  were, 
through  ignorance  to  serve  up  meat  with  any  admixture  of 
milk,  the  whole  family  would  be  in  an  uproar,  and  the  rabbi 
himself  would  have  to  be  consulted  about  a  remedy  for  so  dread 
ful  a  calamity.  The  consequence  is,  that  with  the  mass  of  the 
uneducated,  accuracy  in  these  observances  passes  for  piety,  and 
these  poor  beings  hope  that  they  are  going  straight  to  heaven, 
when  they  are  utterly  devoid  or  ignorant  of  that  holiness, 
truth,  and  purity,  which  are  the  first  essentials  for  admission 
into  the  presence  of  God.  Thus  the  oral  law  destroys  the  souls 
of  multitudes,  but  others  will  have  to  answer  for  their  blood. 
All  who  uphold  the  system  must  share  in  the  responsibility. 
The  rabbies  who  teach,"  the  learned  Jews  who  aid  and  abet,  the 
priests  and  Levites  to  whom  God  has  committed  the  pastor 
ship  of  his  people,  but  who  neglect  their  sacred  office,  all  will 
have  to  answer  for  the  souls  of  the  lost.  But  most  of  all  those 
who  know  that  these  things  are  wrong,  who  themselves  cat  meat 


LAWS   CONCERNING  MEAT   WITH   MILK.  409 

and  milk,  and  laugh  at  rabbinic  superstition,  and  yet  are  insen 
sible  to  the  miseries  of  their  poor  and  ignorant  brethren.  Every 
one  practically  acquainted  with  the  working  of  these  laws, 
knows  not  only  that  they  beget  a  false  notion  of  religion,  but 
that  they  are  also  a  torment  in  this  life.  In  domestic  and  culi 
nary  economy,  accidents  will  happen.  Meat  may  fall  into  milk, 
or  milk  into  a  pot  of  meat.  Misery  and  vexation  are  the  con 
sequence,  and  if  the  unfortunate  woman  to  whom  the  accident 
has  happened  cannot  get  satisfaction  at  home,  she  must  go  to 
the  rabbi  to  inquire  what  is  to  be  done.  For  instance  — 


-pnb  bsDtp  nbn  is  <  nbnn  -pnb  bc2tz? 
TITO  r  crto  imsn  vw 
t  nbn  'bo?  nnnn  rrnpb 
nan  era  nn  aw  -IDS  DN  rmpn  ns 
snn  i  rmos  romn  nnisi  mrnB  isb 
t  nsbni?  nbn  &ib&nt&  cnip  nr^nnn  nw 

a&  e^rca  nms  anwa  pbo  sb  cw 
:  nbnn  nwa?  av  msrm  s^^  IDSDI  nn 


"  With  respect  to  meat  which  falls  into  milk,  or  milk 
that  falls  into  the  midst  of  meat,  the  measure  is,  if  it  give  a 
taste  ?  How  so  ?  If  a  peace  of  meat  fall  into  a  boiling  pot  of 
milk,  a  Gentile  is  to  taste  the  contents  of  the  pot  :  and  if 
he  says  that  it  has  a  taste  of  meat,  then  it  is  unlawful.  But 
if  it  has  not  the  taste  of  meat,  then  the  milk  is  lawful,  but  that 
piece  of  meat  is  unlawful.  In  what  cases  does  this  hold  ?  In 
case  that  the  piece  of  meat  has  been  taken  out,  before  it  has 
emitted  the  milk  which  it  has  sucked  in.  But  if  it  has  not  been 
taken  out,  then  a  calculation  must  be  made  whether  its  pro 
portion  to  the  whole  is  as  one  to  sixty  ;  because  the  milk  that 
was  sucked  in,  and  had  become  unlawful,  has  been  emitted 
and  has  mixed  with  the  rest  of  the  milk."  (Ibid.)  Now,  in 
the  most  tolerable  case,  that  is,  if  the  owner  of  the  milk  can 
afford  to  lose  it  and  the  meat  too,  there  is,  first,  an  unne 
cessary  inconvenience  and  vexation,  which  no  man  has  a  right 
to  inflict  upon  another.  But  there  is,  secondly,  and  what  is  of 
far  more  consequence,  a  great  sin  in  wasting  good  and  whole 
some,  and,  according  to  the  written  law,  lawful  food.  If  the 
milk  tastes  of  meat,  then  the  milk  and  the  meat  are  rendered 
not  only  unlawful  but  perfectly  useless.  How  then  can  the 
Jews  expect  peace  and  plenty,  when  their  oral  law  teaches  them 
to  despise  and  cast  from  them  with  disdain  God's  blessings? 
But  suppose  that  the  owner  of  the  milk  and  the  meat  is  a  poor 
man,  and  that  he  has  laid  out  his  hard  and  scanty  earnings  to 
provide  food  for  his  family,  an  accident  of  this  kind  will  leave 
them  destitute.  Their  last  hope  of  support  is  taken  away,  and 
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they  may  die  of  hunger.  If  they  go  to  the  rabbles,  and  urge 
the  necessity  of  the  case — plead  that  they  have  no  more — 
reason  that  if  meat  by  itself  is  lawful,  that  milk  is  also 
lawful — that  the  law  of  Moses  no  where  forbids  this  food — the 
teachers  of  the  oral  law  will  answer,  that  their  traditions 
cannot  be  broken  ;  and  the  poor  people  must  learn  that  to 
eat  food  permitted  and  given  by  God  is  a  sin,  but  to  die  of 
starvation  is  lawful.  How  can  men  with  any  of  the  feelings 
of  humanity  believe  that  such  a  law  is  from  God  ? — how  can 
men  of  any  common  sense  suffer  the  consciences  and  the  bodies 
of  the  poor  and  ignorant  to  be  thus  tormented  ?  Above  all, 
how  can  a  nation  that  prides  itself  on  the  purity  of  its  faith 
yield  an  idolatrous  obedience  to  cruel  and  oppressive  laws  in 
vented  by  men  ?  It  is  a  vain  boast  for  them  to  say  that  they 
have  no  images — the  oral  law  and  its  enactments  constitute 
a  whole  host  of  idols.  It  is  an  unfounded  triumph  which  they 
celebrate  over  the  worshippers  of  Moloch.  The  oral  law  is 
a  deity  as  fierce  and  as  bloody,  and  to  it  are  daily  immolated 
the  souls  and  bodies  of  the  poor  and  ignorant.  Any  homage 
rendered  to  falsehood,  or  to  cruelty,  is  idolatrous;  and  every 
thinking  man  must  admit,  that  the  worship  of  the  oral  law  is 
of  this  character.  To  the  Rabbinists  themselves  we  would 
say,  Just  think  whether  it  be  possible  that  God  would  have 
given  a  law  so  oppressive,  or  whether  he  can  have  any  pleasure 
in  the  obedience  which  is  rendered  at  the  expense  of  mercy  ? 
To  those  who  reject  the  oral  law  we  would  say,  You  have 
a  duty  to  perform  from  which  nothing  can  exempt  you — and 
that  is,  to  rest  neither  day  nor  night  until  Israel  is  delivered 
from  this  idolatrous  worship  of  men,  and  set  free  from  a  yoke 
so  oppressive  to  body  and  soul.  We  grant  that  Christians  have 
also  a  duty,  and  in  these  papers  we  endeavour  to  discharge  our 
share  of  it.  But  the  duty  incumbent  upon  Israelites  is  tenfold 
more  imperative.  The  ties  of  flesh  and  blood — their  office  as 
a  kingdom  of  priests — the  mercy  of  God  in  giving  them  the 
law  as  their  inheritance — all  increase  their  responsibility  and 
add  to  the  weight  of  obligation.  It  would  be  a  shame  for  Israel 
to  be  silent  when  even  the  Gentiles  cry  out  for  the  restoration 
of  the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  prophets.  Israelites  may  have 
peculiar  difficulties.  They  may  be  united  in  commercial  re 
lations  or  by  family  ties  with  those  who  are  in  bondage  to  the 
oral  law.  They  may  fear  the  injury  of  their  worldly  prospects 
— they  may  dread  the  frown  of  relatives  and  friends.  This 
was  also  the  case  of  Abraham,  when  he  determined  to  re 
nounce  the  false  gods  of  his  fathers,  and  to  worship  the  true 
God  alone  ;  and  every  one  who  determines  by  God's  help  to  fol 
low  and  assert  the  truth,  must  make  up  his  mind  to  love  it  even 
more  than  life  itself.  But  can  a  son  of  Abraham  hesitate  ? 
Will  he  forfeit  the  smile  of  God  to  escape  the  frown  of  friends  ? 
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Nay,  if  his  friends  are  still  in  error,  is  this  not  a  double  motive 
to  urge  him  forward  in  the  overthrow  of  that  error  ?  Must  he 
not  be  doubly  anxious  to  deliver  his  father,  his  mother,  his 
brothers  and  his  sistersfrom  such  bondage  ?  The  first  attempt 
may  be  difficult — the  immediate  results  may  be  unpleasant ;  but 
if  for  God's  sake  he  asserts  God's  truth,  he  shall  have  God's 
blessing,  and  at  last  find  peace  even  amongst  those  who  are  now 
offended.  As  long  as  the  present  state  of  things  continues, 
Israel  can  never  be  restored  to  their  ancient  position.  God  in 
mercy  keeps  them  in  dispersion,  to  prevent  the  triumph  of  the 
oral  law.  But  when  is  this  state  of  misery  to  cease  ?  There 
must  be  a  beginning.  Some  one  follower  of  Moses  must  be 
zealous  enough  and  bold  enough  to  attack  the  strong  holds 
of  superstition,  and  to  rouse  his  brethren  to  a  sense  of  their 
condition — some  one  who  not  only  professes  to  be  a  follower 
of  Moses,  but  who  has  imbibed  his  spirit,  and  whose  trust  is 
in  the  God  of  his  fathers. 


No.  LIII. 
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WHEN  God  gave  Israel  the  law,  by  the  hand  of  Moses,  he 
also  gave  them  several  tests,  whereby  they  might  at  all  times 
try  themselves,  and  know  to  a  certainty  whether  they  were 
really  obedient  or  not — and  whether  the  laws,  to  which  they 
yielded  obedience,  were  really  the  laws  given  by  Moses.  One 
of  these  tests  is  found  in  the  following  words  : — "  Behold,  I 
have  taught  you  statutes  and  judgments,  even  as  the  Lord  my 
God  commanded  me,  that  ye  should  do  so  in  the  land  whither 
ye  go  to  possess  it.  Keep,  therefore,  and  do  them ;  for  this  is 
your  wisdom  and  your  understanding  in  the  sight  of  the  nations, 
which  shall  hear  all  these  statutes,  and  say,  Surely  this  great 
nation  is  a  wise  and  understanding  people."  (Deut.  iv.  5.)  By 
the  help  of  these  words,  Israel  may  know  at  any  time  whether 
they  are  really  keeping  the  laws  of  Moses.  They  have  only  to 
consult  their  own  experience,  and  determine  whether  they"  are 
honoured  by  all  nations  on  account  of  their  wisdom.  Moses 
promises  that  a  reputation  for  wisdom,  and  the  honour  that 
accompanies  it,  shall  be  the  reward  of  obedience.  If  therefore 
the  Jews  at  this  present  time  are  obedient,  this  promise  must 
be  in  daily  fulfilment.  But,  if  they  are  not  honoured  and 
T  2 
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respected  for  their  wisdom,  then  we  must  conclude,  that  they 
are  deficient  in  obedience,  and  further,  that  the  laws  to  which 
they  are  at  present  so  devoted  are  not  the  laws  of  Moses.  Now 
it  is  a  certain  fact,  that  admiration  for  the  wisdom  of  Israel 
has  not  been  the  prevailing  sentiment  amongst  the  nations  of 
the  world  for  the  last  two  thousand  years.  The  Jewish  people 
has  been  most  deplorably  underrated.  Their  genius  and  their 
literature  have  been  ignorantly  undervalued,  and  the  folly  of 
the  authors  of  the  oral  law  has  been  unjustly  visited  upon 
each  and  every  individual  of  the  nation.  We  grant  the  in 
justice  and  the  impiety  of  such  hasty  judgments,  but  cannot 
deny  the  fact,  and  the  fact  proves  that  the  laws  to  which  Israel 
now  yields  obedience  are  not  the  laws  of  Moses.  They  now 
obey  the  commands  of  the  oral  law,  and  the  nations  have  heard 
of  the  statutes  thereof,  but  no  one  says,  "  Surely  this  great 
nation  is  a  wise  and  understanding  people."  Some  may, 
perhaps,  ascribe  this  to  prejudice,  and  no  doubt  there  are 
cases  where  prejudice  has  much  to  do  with  the  decision,  but 
this  is  not  our  case.  Our  prepossessions  are  all  in  favour  of  the 
Jews,  and  yet  we  cannot  help  questioning  the  wisdom  of  those, 
who  make  such  laws  as  the  following  a  part  of  their  religion  :  — 

miD«  ncn  ba  E?b  CNI  nbnn  no^rn  7^b  7^ 
7'H7B  7^1   »  -itca  ra  bsbo  HELP  rrrrts  bnn  >asn 
,TD^  TO  miD«  nsn  ba  ro&  DNI  mbwa  -nann  n« 
rriiin  nrtr  csi  t  nbn  m  bsw  SEE?  -nann  ns 
«b  nn  b^s^  sbttf  ns  n-oa  n^nna?  TO  ncn 

m  •nn  nbn  sb^ 


"  It  is  not  lawful  to  knead  the  dough  with  milk,  and  if  it  be 
done,  all  the  bread  is  unlawful,  lest  this  should  lead  to  further 
transgression,  and  it  should  be  eaten  with  meat.  It  is  also 
unlawful  to  smear  the  oven  with  the  tail  of  a  sheep  ;  and  if  it 
be  done,  all  the  bread  is  unlawful,  lest  milk  should  be  eaten 
with  it.  But,  if  some  change  be  made  in  the  form  of  the  bread 
whereby  it  may  be  recognized,  so  as  that  neither  meat  nor  milk 
should  be  eaten  with  it,  then  it  is  lawful."  (Hilchoth  Maakha- 
loth  Asuroth,  c.  ix.  22.)  We  do  not  wish  to  persuade  the  Jews 
either  to  knead  dough  with  milk,  or  to  smear  an  oven  with  the 
tail  of  a  sheep,  but  when  we  remember  all  the  poverty  and 
want  that  is  in  the  world,  we  cannot  help  asking,  Wnat  is 
there  so  sinful  in  either  of  the  above  actions,  as  to  make  such 
bread  unlawful  for  the  use  of  God's  people  ?  Has  God  forbidden 
it  ?  or  has  he  so  strictly  prohibited  the  use  of  meat  and  milk 
together,  as  to  make  this  excess  of  caution  necessary  ?  Neither 
the  one  nor  the  other.  The  law  of  God  as  given  by  Moses, 
allows  the  use  of  meat  and  milk  together.  It  forbids  only  one 
particular  case,  the  boiling  of  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk  :  and 
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to  this  the  rabbles  have,  without  any  authority,  added  all  these 
other  commands,  and  thus  burdened  the  conscience,  and  made 
religion  an  intricate  and  difficult  science  intelligible  only  to  the 
learned,  and  not  always  to  them.  What  wisdom  is  there  in 
forbidding  what  God  did  not  think  necessary  to  forbid  ?  What 
wisdom  is  there  in  neglecting  or  disregarding  the  revealed  will 
of  God,  and  giving  up  the  conscience  to  the  guidance  of  weak 
and  fallible  men  like  ourselves  ?  But  above  all,  what  wisdom 
is  there  in  oppressing  and  tormenting  the  poor?  The  oral 
law  says — 

bissb  -iniE  nbnn  nbn  is  n^nn  brjstr?  ^ 

.  TD  -ion  rnns 

nam  -nzn  7^  nbnra  ion  brjsu?  >» 
sn  rrrpa?  12  nbn  inns  brjs^  sb  *pr 
-ittnn  ^32D  JTOIZ?  ttfttf  ins  sim  mns  HTOD  -112*12 
:  nirpn  -ID  irstf?  crrrcn  7^2? 

"  He  that  eats  cheese  or  milk  first,  may  eat  meat  immediately 
after. 

"  He  that  eats  meat  first,  whether  it  be  the  meat  of  a  beast 
or  of  a  fowl,  must  not  eat  milk  after  it,  until  the  regular  time 
between  two  meals,  that  is  six  hours,  shall  have  elapsed  ; 
because  of  the  meat  which  remains  between  the  teeth,  and 
which  is  not  got  out  by  wiping."  (Ibid.,  26,  28.)  Now  in  the 
case  of  the  rich  or  the  affluent,  who  can  procure  a  good  and 
sufficient  meal  of  meat,  and  can  therefore  wait  for  six  hours, 
this  may  be  no  great  hardship,  though  even  in  that  case,  we 
must  protest  against  the  unauthorized  burden  imposed  upon 
the  conscience  ;  but  when  applied  to  the  needy  and  the  des 
titute,  this  law  becomes  an  intolerable  yoke.  Just  suppose  the 
father  of  a  starving  family  who  goes  forth  to  beg  assistance 
from  the  charitable.  He  receives  a  small  portion  of  meat,  and 
hastens  back  to  divide  it  with  his  wife  and  children.  They 
partake  of  the  relief,  but  it  is  not  sufficient  to  supply  their 
wants.  He  therefore  goes  forth  again,  and  some  friend  of  the 
poor  gives  him  some  milk  or  cheese,  he  brings  it  home  with 
thankfulness,  but  dare  not  touch  it  himself  nor  give  it  to  his 
children — they  have  already  fasted  many  an  hour — they  are 
still  weak  with  hunger — a  little  of  the  milk  or  the  cheese 
would  recruit  exhausted  nature — the  children  cry  and  entreat 
their  father,  but  no — they  must  still  endure  the  pangs  of  hunger 
for  six  hours  more,  for  though  God  allows  this  food,  the  rabbies 
have  forbidden  it.  Is  there  wisdom  in  this  ?  Is  God  honoured 
by  such  a  religion,  which  counts  his  permission  as  nothing,  and 
exalts  the  authority  of  the  rabbies  above  that  of  God  himself  ? 
And  may  we  not  ask  the  same  question  of  the  following  law  y 

nbn   is   crinn    nrs 
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f  m-nn  ron  ims  r^  insn 
bs  vita  wb  ^-ina?  irn>nn  n^iwan 
rmos  o^aisan  nspm  IETO  la^s  SEtt  abrn 
:  na  -istzrtp  nbn  rnsns 

"  He  that  eats  Gentile  cheese,  or  milk  which  a  Gentile  has 
milked,  but  the  Israelite  did  not  see  him,  is  to  be  flogged  with 
the  flogging  of  rebellion.  But,  as  to  the  butter,  some  of  the 
Gaons  have  pronounced  it  lawful,  because  there  is  no  express 
decision  about  it,  and  because  unclean  milk  will  not  set. 
Others  of  the  Gaons,  on  the  contrary,  have  pronounced  it 
unlawful,  on  account  of  the  small  drops  of  milk  which  remain 
in  it.  (Joreh  Deah,  115.)  Here  we  have  the  same  total  want 
of  consideration  for  the  poor,  and  the  same  fierce  and  cruel 
spirit.  Just  suppose,  again,  the  case  of  a  destitute  Jewish 
family,  where  the  father  is  laid  on  a  bed  of  sickness,  and  unable 
to  earn  daily  bread  for  his  children.  The  mother,  weary  with 
tending  the  sick  couch  of  her  husband,  and  her  heart  half- 
broken  with  the  children's  cry  for  bread,  goes  to  solicit  help 
from  the  almoners  of  the  synagogue.  She  obtains  eighteen 
pence  per  month,  but  finds  that  on  this  small  sum  it  is  im 
possible  for  a  family  to  subsist  ;  she  then  goes  to  individuals  of 
her  nation,  and  gets  what  she  can,  but  still  not  sufficient  to 
supply  the  wants  of  her  children,  and  of  her  sick  husband. 
In  her  distress,  she  goes  to  some  Christian  neighbours,  who 
give  her  some  milk  and  cheese.  The  pangs  of  hunger,  and 
the  affections  of  a  wife  and  mother  overcome  her  superstition, 
she  carries  this  bounty  home  and  partakes  of  it  along  with  her 
husband  and  children.  Has  she  thereby  committed  a  sin  ; 
has  she  violated  any  one  precept  of  the  Mosaic  law  ;  has  she 
blasphemed  the  name  of  her  God?  Let  reason,  let  the  Law  and 
the  Prophets  answer,  and  they  will  say,  No  :  she  has  done  her 
duty.  But  what  does  the  oral  law  say  ?  It  -says,  that  she  has 
committed  a  dreadful  sin.  And  what  is  to  be  her  punishment, 
and  that  of  her  husband  and  children  ?  Flogging  —  the  flog 
ging  of  rebellion.  If  the  oral  law  had  power,  it  would  lead 
them  forth  to  the  place  of  execution,  and  there  inflict  stripes 
without  number  and  without  mercy.  The  bystanders,  and 
those  attracted  by  the  cries  would  ask,  What  dreadful  crime 
has  this  family  committed  ?  and  the  answer  would  be,  To  save 
themselves  from  starvation  they  dared  to  eat  Gentile  cheese 
and  milk.  Gentiles  would  ask  again,  "What,  is  this  the  law  ? 
Does  Judaism  teach  that  so  innocent  an  action  is  to  be  pu 
nished  with  such  severity  ?  and  being  answered  in  the  affirma 
tive,  would  go  away  exclaiming,  "  What  a  merciful  religion  ! 
Surely  this  great  nation  is  a  wise  and  understanding  people  !  " 
No  :  they  would  retire  in  horror,  thanking  God  that  they  arc 
not  Jews,  and  that  God  has  preserved  them  from  so  dreadful  a 


RABBINISM   OPPRESSIVE  TO   THE   POOR.  415 

delusion,  and  from  such  iniquitous  cruelty.  What,  then,  do 
our  Jewish  readers  think  of  this  law,  and  the  religion  of  which 
it  is  a  part  ?  It  is  certain  that  there  are  multitudes  of  Jews  in 
this  city  who  live  in  the  constant  violation  of  this  command  ; 
who  constantly  use  milk  supplied  by  Gentiles,  and  yet  pretend 
to  profess  Judaism  as  their  religion.  Let  all  such  ask  themselves, 
by  what  authority  they  transgress  a  command  sanctioned  by 
so  severe  a  punishment.  Is  it  because  they  think  it  irrational, 
or  unwarranted  by  the  law  of  Moses  ?  If  so,  they  attack  at 
once  the  authority  of  the  whole  system  of  Judaism.  If  the 
oral  law  can  be  proved  to  be  absurd,  or  unjust,  or  cruel,  in  any 
one  particular,  its  value  as  a  divine  tradition  is  utterly  de 
stroyed.  Let  them,  then,  be  consistent  ;  if  they  reject  Judaism, 
let  them  say  so,  let  them  not  pretend  to  have  the  Jewish 
religion,  when  they  have  it  not.  Let  them  honestly  confess 
that  their  reason,  directed  by  Scripture,  has  led  them  to  reject 
it  ;  and  let  them  fulfil  the  consequent  duty  of  endeavouring  to 
deliver  their  poor  brethren  from  a  bondage  so  cruel.  They 
must  know  that  these  laws  about  milk  and  butter,  and  the  art 
of  slaughtering,  cut  off  many  a  poor  Jew  from  the  last  refuge 
of  the  destitute  —  the  poor-house.  Many  a  one  who  is  now 
starving  with  his  family,  would  be  glad  to  have  the  relief 
which  the  parish  provides,  but  he  dare  not  accept  of  it. 
Either  his  conscience,  perverted  by  these  rabbinical  statutes, 
will  not  permit  him,  or  he  is  afraid  of  his  brethren,  who  would 
think  that  in  going  into  such  an  asylum  he  had  renounced  his 
God.  Those  who  use  Gentile  milk  without  scruple,  will  have 
much  to  answer  for,  if  they  suffer  such  oppression  and  such 
superstition  to  continue.  It  is  a  vain  excuse  for  any  one  to  say, 
What  can  I  do  ?  Any  one  individual,  however  weak  and  unin- 
fluential,  has  it  in  his  power  by  God's  blessing,  to  deliver  the 
poor.  Let  him  continually  protest  against  such  superstition, 
let  him  reason  with  his  brethren.  Let  him  determine  to  take 
no  rest,  until  the  yoke  is  torn  from  the  necks  of  his  nation. 
He  will  ultimately  prevail.  He  will  be  the  instrument  in 
God's  hand,  of  offering  a  greater  deliverance  than  that  from 
Egypt,  inasmuch  as  the  emancipation  of  the  soul  is  of  move 
importance  than  that  of  the  body.  In  this  respect,  amongst 
others,  Jesus  of  Nazareth  has  done  more  than  Moses.  If  he 
had  not  arisen,  the  oral  law  would  have  been  universal,  and  the 
world  have  continued  cither  sunk  in  idolatry  or  slaves  to  a 
cruel  superstition.  The  cruelty  of  a  religion,  which  commands 
a  man  to  be  flogged  for  eating  that  which  God  permits,  is  not 
to  be  disputed  ;  the  prohibition  of  Gentile  bread  furnishes 
another  instance  of  similar  inhumanity. 


anb  ^Ntp  Q"2N  D^BDn  TDWD 
ib  1S2W  ib^ss  trtri  btz?  ns  IDD  minn 
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mnt&b  nosi  o^an  ^ban^E?  mpbrcm 
-pa  7"  wwn  awn  ]nn  7^12  f^ptttn  -ist&  iVe** 
:  "Di  mann  awn  ros  a'nm  ib« 


"  There  are  some  things  which  the  wise  men  have  pronounced 
unlawful,  although  they  have  no  foundation  for  the  prohibition 
in  the  law,  as  bread  of  the  Gentiles,  even  though  an  Israelite 
should  have  baked  it  for  him  —  and  cooked  victuals,  which  the 
Gentiles  have  cooked.  They  have  also  pronounced  it  unlawful 
to  drink  at  a  Gentile  table,  even  those  drinks  of  which  there 
can  be  no  suspicion  that  wine  of  libation  is  mixed  with  them. 
And  they  pronounced  these  things  unlawful  to  prevent  the 
possibility  of  intermarriage,"  &c.  (Ibid.  112.)  There  are  many 
remarks  suggested  by  this  passage,  but  at  present  we  limit 
ourselves  to  the  prohibition  of  Gentile  bread.  It  is  here  con 
fessed  that  there  is  no  foundation  for  it  in  the  law  of  Moses, 
and  that  therefore  the  rabbies  have  no  authority  for  the  prohi 
bition  ;  and  yet  a  very  little  consideration  is  sufficient  to  show 
that  great  inconvenience  may  arise.  For  instance,  if  a  poor 
Jew  is  travelling  in  this  country,  exhausts  his  stock  of  money, 
and  goes  to  a  farm-house  to  ask  relief,  he  cannot  accept  any 
meat  —  he  is  not  to  drink  any  milk  on  pain  of  a  flogging. 
Suppose,  then,  that  the  people  offer  him  some  home-baked 
bread,  even  this  is  forbidden  :  — 

:  abisb  n-nos  rron  bsn  bu?  ns 

"  Bread  baked  by  a  private  house-keeper  is  eternally  for 
bidden."  The  poor  man,  therefore,  may  starve.  But  the 
inhumanity  appears  still  more  in  the  discussion  of  the  question, 
whether  and  when  it  is  lawful  to  eat  baker's  bread.  The 
rabbies  are  divided.  Some  allow  it,  because  the  rule  is  — 


own  D'na    tt?  rm  -imn  u*w  'a 
bs-w  -nabs  7^s  lanvba  mmpn  nnm 
ims  7v-iDiN  an  i  D^  'a  narnn  ibs^  mm 

A«  sbs 


"  He  that  has  fasted  three  days  may  lawfully  eat  Gentile 
bread,  and  as  in  many  places  of  our  captivity  there  is  no 
Israelite  baker,  this  case  is  considered  parallel  to  that  of  him 
who  has  fasted  three  days.  But  there  are  others  who  say  that 
it  is  unlawful,  unless  he  has  fasted  three  davs,  in  the  strictest 
sense  of  the  word."  (Ibid.)  One  would  think  that,  in  a  case 
of  doubt,  men  that  had  the  fear  of  God  would  naturally  incline 
to  the  side  of  mercy  ;  but  here  we  find  teachers  of  religion 
forbidding  what  God  has  allowed,  unless  the  victim  of  poverty 
has  first  endured  the  torment  of  starvation  for  three  days  ;  and 
m  one  case  actually  determining  that  a  fellow-creature  shall  die 
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of  hunger,  rather  than  suffer  their  unauthorized  traditions  to  be 
broken.  If  a  Gentile  Government  should  seize  on  a  number  of 
unfortunate  Israelites  guilty  of  no  crime,  and  shut  them  up  in 
a  prison,  and  then  leave  them  to  die  of  starvation,  what  just 
indignation  would  be  excited !  Every  man  would  protest 
against  such  wanton  cruelty,  and  yet  this  is  just  what  modern 
Judaism  has  done.  By  forbidding  Gentile  meat,  milk,  cheese, 
and  bread,  it  has  consigned  hundreds  to  starvation.  There  are 
at  this  moment  numbers  of  individuals,  if  not  families,  pining 
away  in  want,  whose  wants  could  be  relieved,  if  the  oral  law 
did  not  interpose  its  iron  front,  and  pronounce  starvation 
lawful,  and  help  from  Gentiles  unlawful;  and  yet  their  brethren, 
who  pride  themselves  upon  their  benevolence  and  humanity, 
leave  them  to  perish,  and  suffer  the  system  to  remain  that  it 
may  be  a  curse  to  coming  generations.  It  is  truly  astonishing 
to  see  the  indifference  of  those  who  pride  themselves  upon  their 
emancipation  from  superstition,  and  who  themselves  eat  Gentile 
bread,  and  milk,  and  cheese,  and  perhaps  meat,  without  any 
scruple.  It  is  more  astonishing  still,  how  the  nation  at  large 
suffers  itself  to  be  deluded  by  men  who  do  not  agree  amongst 
themselves  as  to  what  the  law  really  is.  We  saw  above,  that 
the  greatest  of  the  rabbies,  even  the  Gaons  themselves,  differ  as 
to  the  lawfulness  of  Gentile  butter ; — here  we  see  that  they 
cannot  agree  as  to  the  lawfulness  of  Gentile  bakers'  bread. 
How  is  it,  then,  that  the  Jews  cannot  see  that  their  present 
religion  of  the  oral  law  is  altogether  one  of  uncertainty  and 
that,  therefore,  there  is  no  dependence  upon  it  ?  Here  they  eat 
freely,  even  the  strictest,  of  Gentile  bread  ;  but  yet,  according 
to  some  of  their  greatest  men,  they  are  thereby  committing  a 
deadly  sin.  These  wise  men  humanely  say,  that  it  is  necessary 
first  to  fast  for  three  days.  Now  of  what  use  is  an  oral  law 
that  cannot  even  tell  us  certainly  what  sort  of  bread  it  is 
unlawful  to  eat?  The  Rabbinist  boast  is,  that  the  oral  law 
teaches  them  the  true  meaning  of  the  written  law,  and  thus 
saves  them  from  all  doubtful  disputation.  But  how  can  that  be 
true,  when  the  oral  law  has  not  yet  settled  when  it  is  lawful  to 
eat  Gentile  bread  ?  If  the  rabbies  cannot  agree  on  so  simple  a 
matter,  what  trust  can  be  placed  in  them  in  difficult  questions? 
The  Jews  cannot  even  tell,  by  the  help  of  their  religion, 
whether  they  are  not  committing  a  sin,  and  leading  their 
children  to  commit  a  sin,  when  they  give  them  a  piece  of 
bread  and  butter.  How,  then,  can  they  be  satisfied  with  a 
religion  where  the  simplest  concerns  of  life  are  still  a  matter 
of  doubt  and  disputation  ;  and  especially  where  the  poor  are 
made  to  suffer  the  greatest  hardships,  whilst,  by  keeping  to 
Moses  and  the  prophets,  they  might  find  relief  ?  But,  above 
all,  how  can  they  believe  that  a  religion  is  divine,  or  its  authors 
good  and  pious  men,  when  an  innocent  action,  nay,  the  fal- 
T  3 
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filment  of  a  natural  duty,  is  punished  with  flogging  ?  There  is 
no  punishment  of  which  the  oral  law  is  so  fond  ;  and  it  would 
be  a  curious  and  interesting  employment  to  furnish  a  list  of  all 
the  offences  to  which  it  is  annexed.  Perhaps  in  nothing  does 
the  Talmud  differ  more  from  the  New  Testament.  The  New 
Testament  has  not,  in  any  one  case,  prescribed  so  cruel  a 
punishment.  The  Talmud  and  all  its  compendiums  prescribe  it 
on  the  most  trifling  occasion.  The  maxim  of  the  New  Testa 
ment  is  that  of  the  Old  also,  "  I  will  have  mercy,  not  sacrifice." 
Now,  if  the  practice  of  mercy  be  more  agreeable  in  the  eyes  of 
God,  than  even  those  ceremonial  rites  which  he  himself  ordained, 
with  what  pleasure  can  he  contemplate  the  religion  of  the  oral 
law,  which  punishes,  even  what  God  has  allowed,  with  un 
measured  cruelty  ?  Aben  Ezra  supposed  that  this  command, 
"  Not  to  seethe  a  kid  in  its  mother's  milk,"  was  given  in  order 
to  prevent  cruelty  even  to  the  brute  creation  ;  if  this  be  true, 
how  does  God  regard  the  perversion  of  his  mercy,  which 
pretends  to  keep  this  command,  to  spare  the  brute  creation,  by 
dooming  hundreds  of  mankind  to  starvation,  and  by  flogging 
those  who  endeavour  to  escape  from  their  misery  by  eating 
what  he  has  nowhere  forbidden  ?  If  God  has  compassion  upon 
the  beasts  that  perish,  what  can  he  think  of  those  teachers  of 
religion  who  talk  with  such  composure  of  a  fellow-creature's 
fasting  for  three  days  before  he  may  eat  bread  sold  by  a  Gentile 
baker,  and  who  absolutely  decide  that  it  is  his  duty  to  die, 
rather  then  partake  of  bread  baked  by  a  private  individual  who 
is  not  a  Jew  ?  We  appeal  to  the  good  senge  of  every  Israelite 
to  answer  these  questions.  Is  it  not  evident  that  the  God  of 
mercy  must  view  with  indignation,  those  teachers  who  thus 
misrepresent  the  nature  of  revealed  religion,  and  who  cause  his 
holy,  name  to  be  blasphemed  amongst  the  ignorant?  But  if 
those  men  are  guilty,  a  portion  of  .their  guilt  rests  upon  all  those 
who  aid  and  abet  in  upholding  the  system.  There  can  be  but 
little  excuse  for  those  who  have  the  Law  and  the  Prophets  in 
their  hands,  and  who  therefore  ought  to  know,  that  the  cruelty 
of  the  oral  law  is  as  contrary  to  the  character  of  God,  as  light 
is  to  darkness.  And  there  is  no  excuse  at  all  for  those  Israelites 
who  themselves  despise  these  Rabbinical  laws,  and  yet  by  their 
silence  and  indifference  leave  their  brethren  still  in  misery. 
They  are  answerable  for  all  the  dishonour  done  to  God ;  for 
all  the  misery  inflicted  upon  man ;  and  for  all  the  contempt 
heaped  upon  the  wisdom  of  Israel. 
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THE  Jews  of  the  present  day  have  got  one  religion  —  the 
Christians  have  got  another.  It  is  much  to  be  desired  that  all 
the  sons  of  men  should  have  the  one  true  religion,  but,  as  this 
is  not  likely  to  be  the  case  for  some  little  time  longer,  it  be 
comes  those  who  differ  to  examine  the  nature  and  grounds  of 
their  differences.  Whatever  Jews  may  think  upon  the  subject, 
Christians  feel  themselves  bound  to  inquire  whether  they  have 
really  erred  so  grievously  as  modern  Judaism  asserts.  The 
oral  law  brings  no  less  a  charge  against  them  than  this,  That 
they  are  guilty  of  idolatry,  and  therefore  in  a  worse  state  than 
even  the  Mahometans. 


ibs  pro  cr-os  im 
mn    pi    i  nssnn  -imrn   mniin   -no« 


nnoi  en  D^DS  nms  nnsmn  bns  < 

:  nsarm  -nos 

"As  to  those  Gentiles  who,  like  the  Ishmaelites,  are  not 
idolaters,  their  wine  is  unlawful  to  drink,  but  is  lawful  for 
purposes  of  profit,  as  is  taught  by  all  the  Gaons  ;  but  Christians 
are  idolaters,  and  their  wine,  even  such  as  has  not  been  used 
as  wine  of  libation,  is  unlawful  even  for  purposes  of  profit." 
(Hilchoth  Maakhaloth  Asuroth,  c.  xi.  7.)  These  words  are 
very  plain,  and  are  confirmed  by  the  practice  of  Rabbinists  in 
every  part  of  the  world,  who  abstain  as  carefully  from  the  wine 
belonging  to  Christians,  as  their  forefathers  would  have  done 
from  the  idolatrous  libation  of  the  Canaanites.  Jews,  there 
fore  cannot  be  astonished  if  we  examine  with  care  a  religion 
that  brings  against  us  so  grave  an  accusation,  and  endeavour 
to  defend  ourselves  against  the  charge.  We  might  ask  them. 
whether  they  behold  in  our  churches  any  of  the  emblems  of 
idolatry.  We  might  refer  them  to  the  ten  commandments 
v.-ritteii  up  in  the  most  holy  place  of  our  sacred  edifices.  We 
might  quote  from  the  New  Testament  many  warnings  against 
idolatry  as  plain  and  as  solemn  as  any  to  be  found  in  the  law 
of  Moses  :  but  there  is  a  previous  question  to  be  considered, 
and  that  is,  What  is  the  character  of  that  system,  which  wit 
nesses  against  us  ?  Is  it  worthy  of  credit—  can  its  testimony 
be  depended  upon  ?  If  the  oral  law  be  really  from  God,  and 
if  its  teachers  should  appear  as  faithful  depositories  of  Divine 
truth,  their  testimony  would  have  great  weight.  But  if  the 
rabbies  be  detected  as  daring  corruptcrs  of  Divine  revelation, 
and  their  religon  be  proved  to  be  a  perversion  of  the  law  of 
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Moses,  then  this  charge  must  fall  to  the  ground  as  unworthy  of 
all  credit  ;  and  this  is  what  we  assert.  We  have  already  given 
many  reasons  in  support  of  this  assertion,  and  now  add  some 
more  which  we  find  in  the  laws  about  -p3  ^N  "wine  of 
libation,"  which  laws  appear  to  us  to  be  not  only  unwarranted 
additions,  but  unmerciful,  uncharitable,  and  irrational. 

We  do  not  mean  to  deny  that  it  is  utterly  unlawful  to 
partake  of  wine  that  has  been  consecrated  to  idols  ;  on  the 
contrary,  we  would  assert  this  as  zealously  as  any  Israelite. 
Concerning  things  offered  to  idols,  the  New  Testament  says, 
"  The  things  which  the  Gentiles  sacrifice,  they  sacrifice  to 
devils,  and  not  to  God  :  and  I  would  not  that  ye  should  have 
fellowship  with  devils.  Ye  cannot  drink  the  cup  of  the  Lord, 
and  the  cup  of  devils."  (1  Cor.  x.  20,  21.)  Let  not  therefore 
any  Israelite  think  that  we  wish  to  defend  what  is  contrary 
both  to  the  Old  and  New  Testament.  But  though  fully 
convinced  of  the  unlawfulness  of  drinking  wine  or  anything  else 
consecrated  to  the  service  of  idolatry,  we  confess  that  we  cannot 
see  why  it  is  unlawful  to  make  use  of  wine  not  consecrated  to 
idolatry,  simply  because  it  belongs  to,  or  has  been  touched  by, 
a  Gentile  ;  and  yet  this  is  the  rabbinic  law  :  — 


K     is  TDsm  ns  CPSTP  IDS  ^wttf   tmnn  7^ 
•p  IBD  rrsDra  -nos  na^  nno  K-ipan  Him  ~pana 
nnit&rn  mn  o^-ision  rnnnn  nr  -mi  -panaa? 
7^  bai  frrmis  n:>E  mis  7*OB  rr»^m  or 
ratt?rnDt»  mis  -pa  SDE;  -nos  m  *nn  "nan  in 
bs-ittr  7^10  mob  KH  D"rab 
:  nsam  -nos  sinrp  aa^  DHDD 


"Wine  belonging  to  Gentiles,  of  which  we  do  not  know 
whether  it  has  been  consecrated  or  not,  and  what  is  called 
common  Gentile  wine,  is  unlawful  even  to  make  a  profit  of,  just 
like  wine  that  has  been  consecrated  ;  and  this  is  by  the  decree 
of  the  scribes.  Whosoever  drinks  so  much  as  one  quarter 
measure  of  this  common  Gentile  wine  is  to  be  flogged  with 
the  flogging  of  rebellion.  All  wine  also  which  a  Gentile 
touches  is  unlawful  because  he  may  have  consecrated  it,  for  the 
thought  of  a  Gentile  is  to  idolatry.  Hence  thou  hast  learned, 
that  concerning  wine  belonging  to  an  Israelite  which  a  Gentile 
has  touched,  the  law  is  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  common 
Gentile  wine,  which  is  unlawful  even  to  make  a  profit  of." 
(Ibid.,  3,  4.)  Now  in  this  law  we  have  first  the  unauthorized 
additions  of  the  rabbies.  We  have  already  granted,  that  wine, 
and  everything  else,  consecrated  to  the  service  of  idols  is 
unlawful,'  but  with  this  the  rabbies  are  not  content.  They 
forbid  wine  that  was  made  by,  or  ever  in  the  possession  of,  a 
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Gentile,  or  even  if  a  Gentile  has  touched  it,  and  that  riot 
only  to  drink  it,  but  to  make  any  use  of  it,  or  to  sell  it,  or  to 
be  in  any  way  employed  about  it,  so  as  to  make  any  profit 
by  it. 

YW  nvnb  ca^  orm  D^s 
ns  -orctp  ^ia  -p^b  n'"D9b  -panatt? 
ns  -oircn  pi  »  -nos  i-ore  T 
i  n^  ssnnb  na^cD  -i3ttK&  is  " 
nsi  »  nbnn  n^b  pyban  ib  lana  niss  cs  » 
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n^ani  vbi?  ninnb  iinn 


"  The  wise  men  have  been  very  strict  with  respect  to  the 
common  Gentile  wine,  and  have  pronounced  its  price  to  be  un 
lawful,  as  that  of  wine  which  has  been  consecrated  to  idolatry  ; 
therefore,  if  a  Gentile  have  an  Israelite  to  labour  with  him,  in 
any  thing  concerning  wine,  his  wages  are  unlawful.  In  like 
manner,  if  he  hire  an  ass,  or  a  ship,  to  carry  wine,  the  hire 
thereof  is  unlawful  :  and  if  it  be  given  to  him  in  money,  he  is 
to  throw  it  into  the  salt  sea.  But  if  the  hire  be  given  him  in 
clothes,  or  vessels,  or  fruits,  he  is  to  burn  them,  and  to  bury  their 
ashes,  that  no  profit  may  arise  therefrom.  But  if  an  Israelite 
has  hired  an  ass  to  a  Gentile  to  ride  upon,  and  he  lays  upon  it 
bottles  of  wine,  then  the  hire  thereof  is  lawful."  (Ibid.,  c.  xiii. 
15,  &c.)  For  all  this  there  is  no  authority  whatever  in  the  law 
of  Moses,  —  it  is  a  pure  invention  of  the  rabbies,  who  had  but 
little  respect  for  the  Divine  law,  and  no  consideration  at  all  for 
the  necessities  of  man.  It  is  evident  that  these  additions  must, 
in  many  cases,  become  so  many  impediments  in  the  way  of  earn 
ing  a  subsistence.  The  proprietor  of  a  ship,  or  the  owner  of 
cattle,  is  cut  off  from  one  source  of  employment  and  profit.  Now, 
even  in  the  case  of  the  rich,  though  they  may  feel  it  less,  this 
is  an  unjustifiable  severity  ;  but  in  the  case  of  the  poor,  it 
becomes  a  most  cruel  oppression.  In  the  wine-countries,  for 
example,  a  poor  Jew  might  perchance  find  employment  with 
some  of  the  growers  of  that  article  ;  but  the  rabbies  have 
declared  that  honest  industry,  in  a  matter  which  God  has 
nowhere  forbidden,  is  unlawful,  and  the  fruits  of  it  so  abomi 
nable,  as  to  be  fit  only  for  destruction.  In  this  city,  also, 
many  examples  of  the  absurdity  and  cruelty  of  this  law  might 
be  found.  Suppose  that  a  Christian  wine-merchant  should 
wish  to  employ  some  one  or  more  of  those  numerous  Israelites, 
who  are  destitute  of  the  means  of  earning  a  livelihood,  and 
should  therefore  offer  him  a  situation,  either  in  his  cellar  or 
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his  counting-house,  the  rabbies  say  that  he  dare  not  accept  of 
it :  and  that  it  is  more  pleasing  in  the  sight  of  God  that  the 
man  should  go  about  idle,  and  that  his  family  should  starve, 
than  that  he  should  labour  honestly,  and  do  what  God  has 
permitted.  Who  is  there,  except  the  rabbies  themselves,  who 
does  not  see  that  such  a  decision  is  irrational,  oppressive,  and 
unmerciful,  not  now  to  speak  of  its  injustice  to  Christian 
nations,  by  classing  them  with  the  idolaters  of  Canaan  ?  But 
take  another  case,  suppose  that  some  Christian,  finding  a 
Jewish  family  in  deep  distress,  some  of  the  members  perhaps 
recovering  from  sickness,  to  whom  a  little  wine  might  be 
beneficial,  gives  them  a  bottle  of  wine,  What  are  they  to  do 
with  it  ?  May  they  make  use  of  it  to  strengthen  their 
exhausted  frames  ?  The  rabbies  answer,  No.  May  they  sell 
it,  and  with  the  money  purchase  food,  or  some  other  necessary 
of  life  ?  The  rabbies  answer,  No.  What  then  are  they  to  do 
with  it  ?  The  rabbies  answer,  Destroy  it ;  destroy  what  would 
recruit  your  fainting  bodies — what  would  purchase  bread  for 
your  starving  children — destroy  what  might  perhaps  save  your 
life,  simply  because  we  have  forbidden  it ;  and  it  is  more 
important  that  our  unauthorized  laws  should  be  preserved 
inviolate,  than  that  you  should  be  comforted  or  strengthened 
or  relieved  in  your  misery.  This  is  the  mercy  of  Judaism. 
But  we  have  not  done  yet.  Suppose  that  the  mother  of  the 
family  should  begin  to  reason,  and  say,  This  wine  would 
preserve  my  poor  child's  life  ;  a  little  of  it  would  strengthen 
me,  and  enable  me  to  tend  the  sick  bed  with  more  alacrity ; 
God  has  nowhere  forbidden  it.  She  accordingly  administers 
to  her  child,  and  partakes  herself,  when  some  rabbinic  zealot 
enters  and  perceives  what  she  has  done.  Now  suppose  that 
the  ministers  of  the  oral  law  had  the  liberty  to  follow  out  all 
its  enactments,  what  would  be  the  consequence  ?  The  poor 
woman  would  be  summoned  before  a  "pi  /TO>  a  tribunal ;  the 
oral  law  would  be  opened,  and  her  sentence  be,  The  flogging 
of  rebellion,  as  we  have  cited  above.  Is  this  merciful,  is  it 
just,  is  it  rational?  Is  there  anything  like  it  in  the  New 
Testament,  or  in  the  religion  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  ?  The  oral 
law  says  that  we  are  idolaters,  but  is  it  worthy  of  credit? 
Can  any  reasonable  man  place  confidence  in  the  teaching  of 
those  who  are  so  senseless  as  to  forbid  a  perishing  fellow-crea 
ture  to  make  use  of  proffered  relief,  and  so  merciless  as  to  flog 
him  with  the  flogging  of  rebellion,  if  he  regards  God's  per 
mission  more  than  their  prohibition  ?  But  it  is  not  only  ab 
surdity  and  cruelty,  which  here  are  to  be  noticed,  there  is  also 
a  certain  measure  of  that  cleverness  which  we  have  remarked 
on  former  occasions,  which  provides  for  the  transgression  of  the 
law  and  the  retaining  of  the  merit  of  keeping  it.  The  above 
extract  says,  "If  an  Israelite  has  hired  an  ass  to  a  Gentile  to 
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ride  upon,  and  he  lays  upon  it  bottles  of  wine,  then  the  hire 
thereof  is  lawful  ;"  and  on  this  principle  the  owner  of  a  ship 
or  a  wagon  may  let  either  generally  for  the  transport  of 
merchandize,  and  provided  the  word  wine  is  not  mentioned,  the 
Gentile  may  transport  his  wine,  and  the  Jew  lawfully  receive 
and  use  his  money,  though  if  the  \vord  wine  had  been  men 
tioned,  the  money  would  have  been  so  unlawful,  that  it  ought 
not  even  be  given  to  relieve  the  wants  of  the  poor,  but  thrown 
into  the  salt  sea.  Here  the  rabbies  betray  their  own  insince 
rity,  and  their  unbelief  in  their  own  enactments,  by  their  deter 
mination  to  evade  their  severity,  whenever  it  interfered  with 
their  own  interests.  But  even  if  there  were  no  cruelty,  no 
contempt  for  the  law  of  God,  and  no  evasion,  the  effect  of 
multiplying  such  observances  is  to  lead  away  the  mind  from 
the  weightier  matters  of  religion.  The  ignorant  think,  even 
whilst  they  are  violating  the  ten  commandments,  that,  if  they 
abstain  from  Gentile  wine,  they  are  fulfilling  a  most  merito 
rious  duty,  and  making  compensation  for  their  other  trans 
gressions.  Indeed  the  rabbies  themselves  are  not  free  from 
this  effect,  if  we  may  judge  by  the  following  passage  :  — 


2E  -im»  pn     N-iap      ttf  rn^oan  ma 
bw-iET  rrait  bs«  ran  sbi  rrbs 
arm?  ^D»  -nos  rrbsn  rraabtt; 

:  nrrcno  sbc? 

"  If  a  Gentile  harlot  be  at  an  entertainment  of  Israelites, 
the  wine  is  lawful,  for  their  fear  is  upon  her,  so  that  she 
would  not  touch  it.  But  if  an  Israelite  harlot  be  at  an 
entertainment  of  Gentiles,  her  wine  that  is  before  her  in 
her  own  vessel  is  unlawful,  because  they  may  touch  it 
without  her  knowledge."  (Ibid.,  c.  xii.  26.)  Now  if  men 
or  women  are  so  wicked  as  to  be  found  in  such  circum 
stances,  in  the  open  disregard  of  God's  law,  is  it  not 
deceiving  them  to  tell  them,  or  to  lead  them  to  suppose, 
that  there  can  be  any  merit  in  any  mere  ceremonial  ob 
servance,  even  though  it  should  have  been  ordained  by  God 
himself:  and  is  it  not  straining  at  a  gnat  and  swallowing 
a  camel,  to  forbid  a  poor  perishing  Jew  to  taste  wine 
touched  by  a  Gentile,  and  to  allow  it  to  those  who  are 
feasting  with  a  harlot?  Perhaps  some  one  will  reply  that 
it  is  on  account  of  the  idolatry  of  the  Gentile  ;  but  we 
have  seen  in  the  first  extract  given  in  this  paper,  that  if 
wine  be  touched  even  by  a  Gentile  who  is  not  an  idolater, 
it  is  unlawful  for  a  Jew  to  drink  it  ;  so  that  to  be  a  Gentile 
at  all  is  in  the  eyes  of  the  rabbies  a  greater  degradation 
and  of  more  contaminating  influence,  than  to  be  guilty  of 
gross  immorality.  Now  we  appeal  to  the  good  sense  of 


424  GENTILE   WINE. 

every  Israelite,  whether  this  is  not  to  exalt  vice,  and  to 
degrade  humanity?  God  chose  a  people  to  himself,  Israel 
is  that  people ;  we  honour  them  as  such  :  but,  is  that  any 
reason  why  Israel  should  trample  upon  the  ties  of  our 
common  humanity.,  and  look  upon  the  touch  even  of  a 
Gentile  who  fears  God,  as  so  defiling  that  it  makes  wine 
unfit  for  the  use  of  a  Jew  ?  How  are  peace  and  charity 
ever  to  prevail  between  Jews  and  Gentiles,  so  long  as  this 
is  looked  upon  as  religion  ?  Yea,  and  how  is  true  religion 
and  true  fear  of  God  ever  to  prevail  amongst  the  mass  of 
the  Jewish  community,  so  long  as  they  are  taught  that  Is 
raelites  guilty  of  immorality  are  more  holy  than  a  Gentile 
who  fears  God,  and  that  sin  is  not  so  dreadful  as  uneircum- 
cision  ?  The  object  of  such  commands  was  plainly  to  prevent 
all  social  and  friendly  intercourse  between  Jews  and  Gentiles 
under  any  circumstances,  and  to  build  up  an  eternal  wall 
of  separation  between  them.  This  is  very  different  from 
that  national  and  official  distinction  instituted  by  God  him 
self.  The  object  of  God's  choice  was  not  to  put  an  end 
to  the  practice  of  love  and  charity  between  the  Jews  and 
all  the  other  nations  of  the  earth,  but  to  cement  the  bonds 
of  affection.  He  made  Israel  the  depository  of  his  oracles, 
that  they  might  communicate  the  truth  to  other  nations, 
and  that  thus  the  nations  should  feel  gratitude  for  the 
benefit  conferred,  and  the  Israelites  feel  that  affection  for 
the  nations,  which  a  teacher  naturally  feels  for  those  who, 
by  his  instrumentality,  have  forsaken  error  and  embraced 
the  truth.  The  oral  law  prevents  the  fulfilment  of  the 
Divine  law,  and  cuts  asunder  also  these  ties  of  amity  and 
peace.  It  makes  it  impossible  for  Israel  to  communicate 
any  blessing,  and  for  the  Gentiles  to  receive  any  blessing 
at  their  hands,  and  goes  far  towards  throwing  suspicion  on 
the  Divine  law.  If  there  were  no  other  medium  of  com 
munication,  than  the  rabbies,  between  the  Divine  law  and 
the  world,  the  worship  of  Jupiter  and  Bacchus  and  all  the 
other  heathen  deities  would  still  prevail.  How  could  the 
nations  ever  have  been  converted  by  those  who  taught  them, 
in  the  first  place,  that  God  is  such  a  respecter  of  persons, 
as  to  think  immorality  in  a  Jew  less  contaminating  than 
the  mere  external  touch  of  a  pious  Gentile  ?  Reason  re 
volts  at  such  profane  absurdity,  and  therefore  if  God  had 
had  no  better  messengers  and  representatives  of  his  truth, 
idolatry  would  still  continue.  Some  may  reply,  idolatry 
does  still  continue,  such  at  least  is  the  sentence  of  the  oral 
law,  and,  though  grieved  that  any  should  be  so  blind  as 
to  bring  such  a  charge  against  Christianity,  we  are  by  no 
means  angry  or  offended  at  it.  If  the  Jews  still  believe  in 
their  own  religion,  and  therefore  think  that  Christians  are 
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idolaters,  it  is  their  bounden  duty  to  say  so.  But  then  we 
ask  in  reply,  if  Christianity  be  idolatry,  how  is  it  that  its 
doctrine  is  more  pure,  more  merciful,  more  charitable,  and 
more  rational  than  that  of  the  oral  law  ?  Christianity  has 
no  ceremonial  laws  to  be  observed  by  those  who  feast  to 
gether  with  harlots — Christianity  nowhere  sentences  the  poor 
to  flogging,  because  they  partake  of  what  God  allows — 
Christianity  nowhere  represents  God  as  an  unjust  and 
impartial  judge,  who  looks  not  at  moral  good  and  evil,  but 
at  a  man's  nation.  Christianity  teaches  that  true  religion  is 
that  of  the  heart — that  at  the  day  of  judgment  merciless- 
ness  will  obtain  no  mercy,  and  that  God  is  the  God  of  the 
spirits  of  all  flesh.  Let  then  the  lovers  of  the  oral  law 
account  for  this  fact,  that  Christianity,  which  they  call 
idolatry,  teaches  a  doctrine  that  glorifies  God  and  benefits 
all  men ;  whilst  Judaism,  which  they  say  is  the  truth, 
teaches  a  doctrine  dishonouring  to  God,  oppressive  to  the 
Jews,  and  degrading  to  all  other  nations.  Some  Jews  will 
reply,  that  Christians  are  not  idolaters  ;  then  we  ask  such 
persons  how  they  can  pretend  to  profess  Judaism,  which  has 
asserted  the  contrary  for  so  many  centuries,  and  also  acted 
upon  this  principle,  prohibiting  all  intercourse,  as  much  as 
Moses  did  in  the  land  of  Canaan  ?  Either  Christianity  is 
idolatry,  or  Judaism  is  false ;  there  is  no  alternative.  Every 
Jew,  therefore,  who  asserts  that  Christians  are  not  idolaters, 
pronounces  of  Judaism  that  it  is  false.  Let  all  such  persons 
then  deal  honestly,  let  them  renounce  what  they  do  not 
believe ;  and  let  them  denounce  to  their  brethren  what 
they  think  it  necessary  to  disavow  before  Christians.  They 
are  bound  to  do  this,  not  only  to  renounce  the  injustice  with 
which  the  oral  law  treats  Christians,  but  to  take  away  the 
cruel  and  oppressive  yoke  which  bows  down  their  brethren 
the  Jews.  If  Christianity  be  not  idolatry,  then  all  the  laws 
concerning  ~]p2  "pN  "  wine  of  libation,"  are  utterly  out  of 
place  in  this  country.  Then  poor  Jews  may  accept  of 
Christian  bounty,  and  the  offices  of  kindliness  and  charity 
may  be  practised  between  Jew  and  Christian.  Those  Jews 
therefore  who  profess  to  believe  that  Christians  are  not 
idolaters,  are  bound,  by  their  obligations  both  to  Jews  and 
Christians,  to  protest  against  the  oral  law,  and  publicly  to 
disavow  all  belief  in  it.  So  long  as  they  do  not  make  such 
a  public  disavowal,  their  professions  of  love  and  charity 
and  respect  for  the  religion  of  Christians  must  be  looked 
upon  as  hollow  and  insincere.  So  long  as  they  make 
fiuch  professions,  contrary  to  the  oral  law,  and  yet  frequent 
the  worship  of  the  synagogue,  which  asserts  the  divinity  of 
the  oral  law,  they  must  be  regarded  either  as  persons  who 
have  motives  for  professing  what  they  do  not  feel,  or  who 
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want  moral  courage  to  renounce  what  they  disapprove. 
These  remarks  apply  particularly  to  those  Israelites  who 
have  practically  forsaken  Judaism,  who  associate  with  Chris 
tians,  eat  Gentile  food,  and  drink  Gentile  wine,  and  some  of 
whom  perhaps  even  deal  in  it  as  an  article  of  merchandize. 
Such  persons,  though  Israelites  by  nation,  are  not  Jews  by 
religion,  at  least  according  to  that  sense  in  which  the  word 
Jew  has  been  used  both  by  Israel  and  Gentile  nations  for 
the  last  two  thousand  years.  Such  persons  cannot  pretend 
to  be  professors  of  the  Jewish  persuasion.  Any  one  who 
is  in  the  habit  of  drinking  Gentile  wine  has  practically 
forsaken  Judaism,  just  as  much  as  if  he  had  assumed  the 
turban  and  professed  himself  a  Mahometan.  It  becomes 
such  persons  especially  to  make  a  stand  against  the  oral 
law,  and  to  declare  publicly  what  their  religion  is,  and 
whether  they  have  any  fixed  principles  at  all.  They 
cannot  be  regarded  as  Christians,  for  they  have  not  been 
baptized ;  they  cannot  say  that  they  are  Jews,  for  they 
have  forsaken  Judaism  ;  they  cannot  assert  that  they  have 
the  religion  of  Moses,  for  unless  that  religion  be  found 
amongst  Christians,  it  does  not  exist.  There  is  no  body 
of  religionists  to  be  found  in  this  country  who  profess  them 
selves  Mosaists.  In  the  synagogue  the  oral  law  is  pro 
fessed;  in  the  Church  Christianity  is  professed;  but  where  is 
the  place  of  worship  frequented  by  those  who  have  forsaken 
Judaism  without  embracing  Christianity  ?  Such  persons 
appear  in  a  light  that  is  not  at  all  advantageous  to 
their  principles.  In  private  they  profess  to  abhor  the  in 
tolerance  of  the  oral  law,  they  violate  its  precepts,  and  yet 
on  the  occasion  of  the  great  Jewish  fasts  and  festivals  they 
are  to  be  seen  in  the  synagogue  joining  in  the  worship, 
and  observing  the  rites  of  the  oral  law.  What  then  are 
we  to  believe  concerning  such  persons  ?  Are  they  indiffe- 
rentists,  who  have  no  religion  at  all  ?  or  are  they  secret 
admirers  of  the  oral  law,  who,  for  worldly  purposes,  deny  it 
when  occasion  suits,  and  conform  to  it  when  the  conscience 
is  uneasy  ?  We  are  far  from  pronouncing  them  either  one 
or  the  other,  but  simply  propose  these  questions  for  their 
own  consideration,  remind  them  of  the  equivocal  light  in 
which  they  appear,  and  would  give  them  advice  similar  to 
that  of  Elijah  to  their  forefathers.  If  the  oral  law  be  true 
religion,  profess  and  practise  it.  If  the  oral  law  be  erro 
neous,  superstitious,  and  uncharitable,  renounce  it  openly  and 
honestly. 


427 
No.  LV. 

MOURNING  FOR  THE   DEAD. 

MODERN  Judaism,  or  the  religion  of  the  Jews,  as  it  is 
professed  by  the  majority  of  the  nation  scattered  through 
the  world,  confessedly  consists  of  two  parts.  The  first  is 
composed  of  those  laws  which  are  minn  ]B,  »'•£.,  which 
are  either  really  found  in  the  written  law,  or  are  supposed 
to  be  based  upon  some  passage  of  it.  The  second,  of  those 
laws  which  are  Q'nQIDn  >%-Q~P2  "  of  the  words  of  the 
scribes,"  and  which  are,  therefore,  mere  human  institutions. 
Concerning  those  that  were  given  by  God,  we  readily  grant 
that  they  can  be  changed  or  abrogated  only  by  God  himself. 
But  respecting  the  latter,  both  reason  and  Scripture  concur 
in  assuring  us,  that  what  human  authority  has  ordained,  a 
similar  human  authority  may  also  abrogate.  We  grant  that 
so  long  as  the  Jewish  polity  remained,  and  the  scribes  were 
magistrates,  their  ordinances,  so  far  as  they  were  not  contrary 
to  the  Word  of  God,  were  binding  upon  the  Jews :  but  even 
then  those  ordinances  were  not  immutable.  They  might  have 
been  repealed  by  the  scribes  and  magistrates  who  succeeded 
them.  And  even  then,  whenever  they  stood  in  opposition 
to  the  Word  of  God,  it  was  the  bounden  duty  of  the  Jews 
to  refuse  obedience.  For  what  reason  then  do  the  Jews  of 
the  present  day  still  pay  the  same  homage  to  the  words  of 
the  scribes  that  they  do  to  the  Word  of  God  ?  The  scribes 
are  not  now  the  civil  magistrates  of  the  countries  where  the 
Jews  reside  ;  their  words,  therefore,  carry  with  them  no 
authority  whatever.  The  Jews  are  now  in  different  cir 
cumstances — are  subject  to  other  magistrates  and  lawgivers. 
The  magisterial  sanction,  which  the  words  of  the  scribes 
had  before  the  dispersion,  has  long  since  been  lost ;  but  God 
nowhere  commands  the  Jews  in  England  to  obey  laws  made 
by  the  civil  magistrates  of  Palestine  two  thousand  years 
ago.  There  is  not  a  shadow  of  obligation  remaining  ;  and 
therefore  the  Jews  of  the  present  day  have  a  full  right  to 
examine  into  their  tendency  and  effects,  and  if  they  should 
be  found  injurious  or  unsuitable  to  present  circumstances,  to 
reject  them.  If  the  words  of  the  scribes  be  not  obligatory 
by  virtue  of  Divine  authority,  the  only  imaginable  reason  for 
observing  them  is  the  supposition  that  they  are  conducive 
to  the  welfare  and  happiness  of  Israel,  but  if  it  can  be  shown 
that  this  supposition  is  false,  then  both  reason  and  religion 
would  suggest  the  wisdom  of  rejecting  them.  We  have- 
already  shown  of  several  such  laws  that  they  are  alike 
noxious  to  man  and  dishonouring  to  God,  and  think  now 
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to  exhibit  a  similar  result  with  regard  to  the  laws  concerning 
mourners  for  the  dead.  Of  many  of  these  it  is  confessed 
that  they  are  not  of  God,  but  simply  ordinances  of  the 
scribes  :  thus,  of  the  command  to  mourn  seven  days,  it  is 
acknowledged,  that  it  is  not  to  be  found  in  the  law:  — 


\\wvn  nro 
i«a? 


b«  rrnnn  p  mhos 
rrrapn  DVT  nrrnn  m> 

:  rmn  JH  ^^M  aw 

"  The  only  mourning  commanded  in  the  law  is  that  on  the 
first  day,  which  is  the  day  of  the  death  and  of  the  burial. 
But  that  of  the  rest  of  the  seven  days  is  not  an  ordinance 
of  the  law."  (Hilchoth  Avel.,  c.  i.  1.)  And  thus  with  re 
gard  to  the  various  things  from  which  the  mourner  is  to 
abstain  during  those  seven  days,  it  is  acknowledged  ex 
pressly  that  the  command  is  altogether  an  ordinance  of 
the  scribes  :  — 

TS  ]nn  -no«  bnsntp  a'nmn  ibw 
-HDN  nrmmD  n1^  -iNtzm  rrnnn 


-pobi 

mm  nmn  nnpbi  ™«b» 
mbtp  bis^bi  i^s-i  n« 


"  These  are  the  things  which  the  mourner  is  prohibited  from 
doing,  according  to  the  law,  on  the  first  day,  but  according 
to  the  words  of  the  scribes  on  the  remaining  days  —  shaving, 
washing  the  clothes,  bathing,  anointing,  duty  of  marriage, 
putting  on  shoes,  working,  reading  in  the  words  of  the  law, 
elevating  the  chair,  uncovering  the  head,  asking  after  the 
peace  of  any  one."  (Ibid.,  c.  v.)  As  therefore  the  rabbies 
themselves  do  not  pretend  that  abstinence  from  these  things 
during  those  days  of  mourning  is  required  in  the  law  ;  and  it 
is  further  a  matter  of  fact,  that  this  abstinence  is  not  inculcated 
by  the  laws  of  the  land,  it  naturally  becomes  a  question,  Why 
then  do  the  Jews  now  observe  these  rites  ?  Are  they  conducive 
to  the  happiness  and  welfare  of  Israel  ?  We  might  doubt  re 
specting  several  of  them,  but  one  is  so  obviously  oppressive  to 
the  poor  as  to  be  almost  beyond  controversy  ;  we  mean  the 
prohibition  to  work  during  the  seven  days'  mourning.  We 
do  not  mean  to  deny,  that  when  death  enters  a  family,  it  is  a 
providential  call  to  humiliation  and  serious  reflection,  and  that 
therefore  those  who  can  should  withdraw  for  a  while  from 
their  every-day  occupation,  and  seek  by  prayer  and  penitence 
to  have  the  affliction  turned  into  a  blessing.  But  to  require 
of  those  who  have  not  food  for  themselves  or  their  families  to 
embitter  their  cup  of  sorrow  by  adding  the  pangs  of  hunger,  is 
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to  act  the  part  of  an  inconsiderate  and  merciless  tyrant,  and 
this  is  what  the  oral  law  does.     It  says  — 


t  nD«b»  n^rasn  -nos 

-fb^i  ]«D»  t  np-nm  JD  Drisnian  ras  rrn  ib'sw 
:  irvn  -pra  nsma  nans  ^  rrn  ds 

"  All  the  first  three  days  it  is  unlawful  to  work,  even  though 
the  man  should  be  so  poor  as  to  live  on  alms.  But  after  that, 
if  he  be  poor,  he  may  work  privately  in  his  own  house."  Thus, 
all  those  whose  business  lies  out  of  doors,  and  who  are  obliged 
to  wander  about  in  order  to  get  a  livelihood,  are  completely  cut 
off  from  the  possibility  of  supplying  the  wants  of  their  family. 
The  law  was  evidently  made  under  very  different  circumstances 
from  those  in  which  the  Jewish  people  are  now  found.  It 
presupposes  that  every  one  has  got  some  trade  or  occupation 
whereby  he  can  earn  his  bread  at  home,  but  this  is  not  the 
case  at  present.  A  large  proportion  of  the  people,  in  every 
part  of  the  world,  now  get  a  living  by  frequenting  the  public 
resorts  of  men  :  to  forbid  these,  then,  from  going  forth  to  their 
work,  is  equivalent  to  forbidding  them  to  eat  during  seven 
days.  Why  then  should  Israel  be  bound  by  these  laws,  which 
even,  according  to  the  confession  of  the  rabbies,  have  no  Divine 
authority,  and  are  now  only  oppressive  to  the  poor  ? 

But  it  is  not  merely  of  inconsideration  for  the  poor  that  the 
oral  law  is  guilty  :  we  have  more  than  once  remarked  the 
proud  contempt  with  which  it  treats  the  poor  and  the  un 
learned,  and  are  sorry  to  find  it  even  in  the  laws  concerning 
the  last  sad  offices  to  humanity  :  — 


crns  ^w  ra 
DDH  Tttm  D^n  <  ^ran     S^ID     2  nnsi 


cm  con  T»bn 

"  If  there  be  two  persons  dead  in  a  city  at  once,  he  that  died 
first,  is  first  to  be  carried  forth  to  burial,  and  then  the  second. 
But  if  one  of  them  be  a  wise  man,  and  the  other  the  disciple  of 
a  wise  man,  the  wise  man  is  to  have  the  precedency.  If  one 
be  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man  and  the  other  an  unlearned  one 
(amhaaretz),  the  disciple  of  the  wise  man  is  to  be  earned  forth 
first."  (Joreh  Deah,  354.)  We  do  not  here  object  to  the 
practical  result,  but  to  the  spirit  of  the  law.  God  has  ordained 
different  ranks  and  grades  of  society,  and  wills,  therefore,  that 
honour  should  be  given  to  whom  honour  is  due,  and  the 
common  course  of  the  world  brings  men  and  things  to  their 
level.  But  the  doctors  of  the  oral  law  were  determined  not 
to  leave  their  posthumous  honour  to  the  natural  course  of 
evonts,  but  whilst  they  lived,  took  the  matter  into  their  own 
hands,  and  decreed  that  the  honour  paid  them  in  life  should 


430  MOURNING   FOR   THE   DEAD. 

also  be  rendered  to  their  poor  bodies  after  death ;  and  that  no 
plebeian  or  unlearned  person  should  take  precedency,  even  in 
the  last  sad  memento  of  human  frailty.  After  death  there  is 
but  little  difference  between  the  learned  and  the  unlearned, 
and  the  real  difference  is  made,  not  by  their  previous  learning 
or  ignorance,  but  by  their  moral  worth.  An  unlearned  man 
may  be,  and  often  is,  far  more  beloved  by  man,  and  far  more 
pleasing  in  the  sight  of  God,  than  the  most  learned,  and  there 
fore,  when  death  has  destroyed  the  imaginary  distinctions  of 
time,  if  religion  makes  any  difference  between  the  dead,  it 
surely  ought  to  make  it  according  to  that  estimate,  which  is 
eternal.  But  the  religion  of  the  oral  law  cannot  forget  worldly 
distinction,  even  in  the  solemn  moment  of  death,  and  therefore 
commands,  that  as  the  unlearned  man,  no  matter  what  his 
moral  worth  may  have  been,  has  been  despised  in  his  life,  he 
should  still  bear  the  marks  of  dishonour  even  in  his  death  and 
burial.  But  the  homage  which  the  oral  law  pays  to  wealth  and 
mere  worldly  distinction,  is  still  more  apparent  in  its  com 
mands  respecting  the  measure  of  lamentation  to  be  dealt  out 
to  the  deceased.  It  says,  on  this  subject — 


"  The  sons  of  the  rich  are  to  be  regarded  as  the  sons  of  the 
wise  men  ;  and  the  sons  of  the  wise  men  as  the  sons  of  kings, 
with  regard  to  praising  their  deeds."  (Ibid.,  344.)  Here  there 
is  no  concealment.  The  learned  makers  of  the  oral  law  choose 
to  have  their  children  honoured  with  the  honours  of  royalty, 
and  show  that,  however  highly  they  might  prize  their  learning, 
they  had  a  due  estimate  of  the  value  of  wealth ;  and  that  how 
ever  they  might  despise  the  unlearned,  their  contempt  might 
be  moderated,  if  the  object  of  it  was  only  rich.  In  the  world 
we  are  not  astonished  at  the  inordinate  homage  paid  to  wealth, 
but  when  the  teachers  of  religion  bow  down  before  the  golden 
idol,  and  assign  to  mere  wealth  an  honour  which  they  refuse  to 
the  piety  and  moral  worth  of  the  poor,  we  cannot  help  doubting 
the  purity  of  their  professed  principles,  and  questioning  the 
truth  of  their  religious  system.  The  main  object  of  religion 
should  be  to  raise  men  above  the  delusive  appearances  of  this 
present  world — to  teach  men  to  look  beyond  the  distinctions  of 
rank,  and  wealth,  and  learning,  to  that  eternal  distinction  which 
the  righteous  Judge  will  make  according  to  man's  deeds.  And 
if  there  be  one  season  more  than  another  where  religion  ought 
to  disregard  the  principles  and  customs  of  the  world,  it  is  with 
respect  to  the  hour  of  death  and  burial.  But  here  the  oral  law 
still  maintains  its  love  for  wealth  and  worldly  distinction,  and 
its  haughty  contempt  for  ignorance,  poverty,  and  humbleness 
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of  station.     If  any  additional  proof  is  still  necessary,  it  is  found 
in  the  forms  prescribed  on  the  death  of  slaves  :  — 


mircn  imr  j'nnw  ^N  mnsrom 

n^bns  ^imn  sbi  n^bns  rain 
Etz?  YTiBrn  YTK&  by  Disb 
innEan  -ms  by  HDIN  -p  -priori 


"  In  the  case  of  male  and  female  slaves,  the  people  are  not  to 
stand  in  a  row,  nor  to  say  the  benediction  of  the  mourners,  nor 
the  consolations  of  the  mourners  ;  but,  as  one  says,  to  a  man 
whose  ox  or  ass  is  dead,  God  replace  your  loss,  so  one  is  to  say, 
in  the  case  of  a  male  or  female  slave  who  has  died."  (Ibid.,  377.) 
Volumes  could  not  so  clearly  set  forth  the  genius  of  Judaism, 
and  the  spirit  of  its  authors,  as  this  one  short  law.  It  exhibits 
the  founders  of  Judaism,  not  only  as  void  of  all  true  religious 
sentiment,  but  absolutely  dead  to  all  the  natural  feelings  of 
humanity.  If  mourners  of  any  description  require  sympathy 
and  respect,  surely  they  are  the  mourning  family  of  a  slave,  for, 
excepting  crime,  there  is  not  anything  that  can  aggravate  the 
bitterness  of  death  more  than  slavery.  Here  religion  should 
pour  in  its  oil  and  wine,  and  as  it  alleviated  the  miseries  of  life, 
diminish  from  the  pangs  of  death.  At  such  an  hour,  religion 
should  assert  the  liberty  of  the  soul,  and  remind  the  children 
of  pride,  that  in  the  life  after  death  the  distinction  of  master 
and  slave  is  unknown  ;  that  there  eternal  and  spiritual  liberty 
awaits  all  the  children  of  God,  whatever  their  outward  con 
dition  here.  At  such  an  hour,  religion  should  especially  console 
the  survivors  with  the  hope,  that  there  is  another  and  better 
state  of  existence,  where  the  slave  and  the  freeman  are  equally 
regarded,  and  dealt  with  according  to  one  eternal  rule  of  justice. 
But  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  on  the  contrary,  carries  the  de 
gradation  of  slavery  even  down  to  the  grave,  and  helps  it  to 
survive  the  period  of  bondage.  It  ordains  that  the  usual  reli 
gious  rites  should  not  be  observed,  and  places  the  slave  on  the 
same  level  with  the  brute  that  perisheth.  It  prescribes  no  con 
solation  for  the  slave's  afflicted  family,  but  ordains  that  his 
master  should  receive  the  same  words  of  comfort,  as  if  he  had 
lost  an  ox  or  ass.  The  death  of  the  slave  is  looked  upon  as 
nothing  ;  it  is  only  for  the  slave-owner's  loss  that  the  oral  law 
has  any  consideration.  The  fact  of  his  having  been  a  human 
being,  an  inheriter  of  God's  image,  and  an  heir  of  everlasting 
life,  is  entirely  overlooked  by  the  rabbies.  He  was  a  slave,  and 
they  think,  therefore,  that  as  he  was  treated  like  a  beast  whilst 
he  lived,  he  may  be  buried  like  a  beast  now  that  he  is  dead. 
If  these  slaves  had  been  Gentiles,  it  would  not  have  been  sur 
prising  that  the  oral  law  should  treat  them  with  such  little 
ceremony.  But  we  must  remember  that  all  such  slaves  were 
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compelled  to  become  proselytes  to  Judaism.  They  were,  there 
fore,  co-religionists  with  their  masters ;  but  even  this  could  not 
procure  them  the  respect  due  to  human  beings.  Because  the 
providence  of  God  had  made  them  slaves,  the  oral  law  endea 
voured  to  turn  them  into  beasts.  We  are  sure  that  many  Jews 
of  the  present  day  will  revolt  with  horror  from  such  a  doctrine ; 
and  acknowledge  that  it  is  a  libel  upon  religion.  They  will  be 
ready  to  confess,  that  the  poor  slave  is  a  fellow-creature,  and  an 
expectant  of  life  eternal ;  but  let  such  persons  stop  to  consider 
whence  they  have  derived  these  sentiments,  so  much  more  just, 
more  merciful,  and  more  worthy  of  religion,  than  those  ex 
pressed  in  the  oral  law.  That  they  have  not  derived  them  from 
Judaism  is  clear.  May  they  not,  then,  be  indebted  for  them  to 
the  influence  and  atmosphere  of  Christianity  in  which  they 
live?  Certain  it  is,  that  the  New  Testament  contains  very 
different  principles,  respecting  the  treatment  of  slaves,  from 
those  which  we  have  discovered  in  the  oral  law.  But,  further, 
would  it  not  be  well  for  those  who  disapprove  these  rabbinic 
principles,  to  ask  themselves  why  they  profess  the  rabbinic 
religion  ?  If  it  be  true  that  a  slave  is  something  better  than 
an  ox  or  an  ass,  Judaism,  which  classes  them  altogether,  must 
be  false :  and  the  men  who  made  such  laws,  must  be  confessed 
to  be  very  unfit  teachers  of  religion.  Nay  more,  Judaism  must 
be  acknowledged  as  a  religion  most  unfit  to  promote  the  hap 
piness  of  the  human  race.  If  Judaism  should  prevail  again, 
and,  as  its  advocates  expect,  prevail  universally,  slavery  would 
also  prevail  in  the  same  degree :  slaves  would  again  be  com 
pelled  to  become  proselytes,  and  again  be  treated  as  beasts. 
Such  is  the  great  consummation,  the  regeneration  that  Judaism 
promises  the  world.  We  therefore  ask  every  Jewish  reader, 
Whether  he  can  pray  for  such  a  state  of  things,  and  whether  he 
wishes  to  be  thus  enabled  to  degrade  and  trample  upon  his 
fellow-sinners  ?  If  he  does  not,  there  must  be  something  wrong 
in  the  religious  system  which  he  professes — and  if  he  only  de 
tects  this  one  error,  or  acknowledges  only  this  one  falsehood 
respecting  the  classification  of  slaves  with  oxen  and  asses,  it  is 
sufficient  to  shake  the  whole  rabbinic  fabric :  and  if  he  has  any 
concern  for  the  honour  of  the  Jewish  nation,  he  will  endeavour 
to  deliver  them  from  such  a  foul  imputation  upon  their  mercy 
and  their  humanity. 

But  there  is  one  point  more  in  these  laws  respecting  mourn 
ers,  which  it  is  necessary  to  notice.  The  oral  law  forbids  the 
mourner,  as  we  have  seen  above,  to  read  in  the  words  of  the 
law  for  seven  days : — 

minn  nnpb  -nos 
rrobn  nabn 
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"  The  mourner  is  forbidden  to  read  in  the  law,  the  prophets, 
and  the  Hagiographa :  it  is  also  forbidden  to  study  in  the 
Mishna,  Talmud,  Constitutions,  and  Agadoth."  That  a  mourner 
would  have  no  great  loss  in  not  being  allowed  to  study  in 
the  oral  law,  we  can  readily  believe  ;  but  why  should  he  be 
prohibited  from  going  to  the  great  fountain  of  consolation — the 
revealed  Word  of  God  ?  If  there  be  one  season  of  life  more  fit 
than  another  for  studying  the  Word  of  God,  surely  it  is  when 
death  has  entered  a  family,  and  reminded  all  its  inmates  that 
the  wages  of  sin  is  death.  If  a  husband  or  wife  be  left  to 
mourn  over  the  bereavement  of  a  beloved  partner,  what  conso 
lation  can  be  equal  to  that  which  they  find  in  God's  promise  of 
a  world  where  there  is  neither  sorrow  nor  death,  and  where 
those  who  meet  shall  never  part  again  ?  If  children  be  left  to 
mourn  over  the  removal  of  their  parents,  whither  should  they 
flee  for  consolation  rather  than  to  that  Word  which  tells  them 
of  him  who  is  the  father  of  the  fatherless  ?  Every  reasonable 
person  will  think  also  that,  when  the  heart  is  softened  by  the 
paternal  chastisement,  then  is  a  peculiarly  appropriate  season 
for  learning  his  precepts  and  taking  heed  to  his  exhortations — • 
and  yet  the  oral  law,  with  a  sort  of  most  perverse  ingenuity, 
has  just  selected  that  period  of  human  life,  in  which  the  conso 
lations  of  God's  Word  are  most  necessary  and  its  instruction 
likely  to  be  of  most  use,  to  forbid  the  reading  of  it  altogether. 
And  here,  the  rabbies  have  not  scrupled  to  set  aside  the  plain 
command  of  God.  God  says  of  his  law,  "  Thou  shalt  meditate 
therein  day  and  night ;"  and  makes  no  exception  for  the  seven 
days  of  mourning  for  the  dead.  In  describing  the  character  of 
the  righteous  he  says,  "  His  delight  is  in  the  law  of  the  Lord, 
and  in  his  law  doth  he  meditate  day  and  night ;"  and  pronounces 
a  blessing  upon  sucL  a  character.  But  the  rabbies,  in  contempt 
both  of  the  command  and  of  the  promised  blessing,  forbid  the 
already  afflicted  mourner  to  obey  the  command  and  to  seek  the 
blessing.  Even  when  the  scribes  and  rabbies  were  in  the  ple 
nitude  of  their  power  as  civil  magistrates  in  the  land  of  Israel, 
obedience  to  such  a  command  would  have  been  unlawful,  as 
implying  disobedience  to  the  command  of  God.  The  law  of  God 
and  the  law  of  man  are  here  plainly  in  collision  ;  the  former 
commanding  Israel  to  study  in  his  law  day  and  night ;  the  latter 
prohibiting  all  study  for  the  seven  days  of  the  mourning  ;  but, 
whenever  these  two  authorities  are  opposed,  no  rational  being 
can  doubt  that  it  is  Israel's  duty  to  obey  God  rather  than  man. 
But,  in  the  present  day,  when  the  oral  law  is  not  the  law  of  the 
land,  when,  therefore,  the  ordinances  of  the  scribes  have  no 
authority  whatever,  it  is  impossible  to  conceive  why  Israel 
should  obey  this  prohibition,  unless  they  wish,  by  some  public 
act,  to  exhibit  their  determination  to  transgress  the  laws  of  Goil. 
Every  one  who  abstains  from  the  study  of  God's  Word  for  seven 
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days,  plainly  disobeys  the  Divine  command  as  given  by  Moses 
and  the  prophets ;  now  then  can  the  Jews  of  the  present  day 
deceive  themselves  by  supposing  that  they  have  the  religion  of 
Moses  ?  The  main  difference  between  Heathenism  and  the 
religion  of  Moses  is,  that  the  latter  gives  a  revelation  of  God's 
will  to  guide  us  in  difficulty  and  to  comfort  us  in  affliction. 
The  main  difference  between  a  Heathen  and  a  Jewish  mourner 
ought  to  be,  that  the  Jew  flees  for  consolation  to  God  and  his 
Word,  whilst  the  Heathen  indulges  in  sorrow  as  those  that 
have  no  hope.  The  oral  law,  however,  breaks  down  with  this 
distinction,  and  reduces  the  Jew  to  the  level  of  the  Heathen,  by 
robbing  him  in  his  hour  of  need  of  God's  promises,  and  com 
manding  him  to  abstain  for  seven  dap  from  all  study  of  God's 
Word.  These  laws  respecting  mourning,  then,  as  being  oppres 
sive  to  the  poor,  insulting  to  the  unlearned,  degrading  to  hu 
manity,  and  contrary  to  the  express  precepts  of  the  Divine 
law,  have  no  intrinsic  merit  to  commend  them  to  Israel,  and 
no  claim  upon  their  obedience. 


No.  LVI. 

DISPENSATION  FROM  AN  OATH. 

A  RELIGION  which  is  plainly  contrary  to  any  of  the  Divine 
attributes,  must  necessarily  be  false.  For  instance,  God  is  a 
holy  God :  a  religion,  therefore,  which  would  promote  unholi- 
ness  could  not  have  the  Holy  One  of  Israel  for  its  author. 
God  is  also  a  merciful  and  a  just  God :  a  religion,  therefore, 
which  is  characterized  by  cruelty  or  injustice,  cannot  proceed 
from  him ;  and  for  this  reason,  amongst  others,  we  believe  that 
the  religion  of  the  oral  law  cannot  be  that  true  religion  which 
God  gave  to  Moses  and  the  prophets.  The  oral  law  is  most 
unjust  in  its  laws  respecting  Gentiles,  slaves,  and  unlearned 
men,  and  most  unmerciful  in  very  many  of  its  enactments. 
But  if  there  be  one  attribute  more  than  another,  which  is 
distinctive  of  the  true  God,  it  is  truth.  In  the  prophecies  of 
Jeremiah,  He  is  even  identified  with  truth,  as  it  is  said : — 

:  n»N  DTrbtf  m 

"  The  Lord  God  is  Truth."  (Jer.  x.  10.)  And  in  that  pre 
diction,  which  he  put  into  the  mouth  of  Bateam,  he  says,  that 
it  is  by  this  attribute  that  he  is  distinguished  from  the  sons  of 
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men.  "  God  is  not  a  man  that  he  should  lie  ;  neither  the  son 
of  man  that  he  should  repent  :  hath  he  said,  and  shall  he  not 
do  it  ?  or  hath  he  spoken,  and  shall  he  not  make  it  good  ?  " 
(Numbers  xxiii.  19.)  Men  may  be  wicked  enough  to  promise 
what  they  do  not  intend  to  perform,  or  after  promising,  may 
change  their  mind,  and  refuse  to  fulfil  their  engagements  ;  but 
God  is  too  holy  to  deceive  wilfully,  or  to  alter  what  has  pro 
ceeded  out  of  his  mouth.  A  religion,  therefore,  which  in  any 
wise  tends  to  lessen  our  reverence  for  truth,  or  encourages 
men  to  alter  a  solemn  engagement,  or,  what  is  still  worse, 
teaches  how  to  absolve  from  oaths,  cannot  proceed  from  the 
God  of  truth  ;  and  this  is  what  the  oral  law  does  in  certain 
cases.  We  do  not  mean  to  accuse  it  of  teaching,  as  the  reli 
gion  of  Rome  does,  that  dispensation  may  be  had  from  every 
kind  of  oath.  On  the  contrary,  the  rabbies  assume  the  power 
of  dispensation  only  in  the  case  of  ^1102  ni371^t£7»  "rash 
oaths  ;  "  but  we  mean  to  assert,  that  even  that  assumption  is 
contrary  to  the  Word  of  God,  and  injurious  to  the  cause  of 
truth  ;  and,  therefore,  sufficient  to  overthrow  the  credit  of  the 
oral  law  as  a  religion  given  by  God.  The  doctrine  itself  is  as 
follows  :  — 
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"  If  any  man  swear  a  rash  oath,  and  afterwards  repent  of  it, 
because  he  sees  that  if  he  keep  this  oath  it  will  cause  him  grief, 
and  therefore  changes  his  mind  ;  or  if  something  should  occur 
to  him  which  was  not  in  his  mind  at  the  time  when  he  swore, 
and  he  repent  on  that  account  ;  behold,  a  person,  in  such 
circumstances,  is  to  ask  one  wise  man  (rabbi),  or  three  com 
mon  men  in  any  place  where  there  is  not  a  wise  man,  and  they 
absolve  him  from  his  oath  ;  and  then  it  will  be  lawful  to  do  a 
thing  which  he  had  sworn  not  to  do,  or  to  leave  undone  a 
thing  which  he  had  sworn  to  do  :  and  this  is  what  is  called 
u  2 
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absolution  from  oaths.  TJiis  matter  has  no  foundation  what 
ever  in  the  written  law,  but  it  has  been  learned  from  Moses, 
our  master,  by  oral  tradition,  that  the  Scripture,  '  He  shall  not 
profane  his  word,'  (Numbers  xxx.  3,  in  the  English  Bible  2,) 
means,  that  a  man  shall  not  himself  profane  his  word  in  a  way 
of  levity  and  with  a  contemptuous  mind,  according  as  it  is 
written,  'Neither  shalt  thou  profane  the  name  of  thy  God' 
(Levit.  xix.  12) ;  but  if  a  man  repent  and  change  his  mind,  a 
wise  man  is  to  absolve  him."  (Hilchoth  Sh'vuoth,  c.  vi.  1,  2.) 
Here  it  is  plainly  taught,  that  if  a  man  has  reason  to  fear  any 
personal  inconvenience,  or  even  if  he  changes  his  mind,  he 
may  escape  from  the  most  solemn  obligation  that  can  be  laid 
upon  the  consciences  of  men ;  and  that,  after  appealing  to  God 
in  confirmation  of  his  declaration  to  do  or  to  leave  undone 
some  particular  action,  one  or  more  of  his  fellow-sinners  can 
remit  his  duty  to  his  Creator,  and  give  him  a  license  to  do  the 
very  contrary  of  that  which  he  had  promised  before  and  unto 
God,  that  he  would  do.  Now  let  every  Israelite  reader  first 
consult  his  own  reason,  and  reflect  whether  this  doctrine  is 
agreeable  to  the  character  of  God,  as  set  forth  in  the  Scripture. 
The  God  of  the  Bible  is  a  God  of  eternal  and  immutable  truth. 
One  of  his  peculiar  characteristics,  that  he  keepeth  covenant  and 
mercy.  A  man,  therefore,  who  breaks  his  word,  and  still  more 
so,  a  man  who  breaks  an  oath,  is  unlike  God.  Is  it  probable, 
then,  that  God  would  give  a  religion  with  a  special  provision 
for  making  men  unlike  himself?  Again,  God  is  a  God  of 
knowledge,  and  therefore  knows  that  the  children  of  men  are 
in  a  great  degree  the  children  of  habit ;  he  knows  also  that 
by  habit  the  evil  propensities  are  strengthened,  and  that  there 
is  in  men  a  strong  propensity  to  shrink  from  their  word,  if  it 
cause  any  trouble  or  damage :  is  it  likely,  then,  that  God  would 
give  a  law  directly  tending  to  strengthen  that  evil  propensity 
by  forming  a  habit  of  breaking  one's  word,  even  under  the 
solemn  circumstances  of  an  oath  ?  Reason  decides  that  such  a 
law  cannot  proceed  from  the  God  of  Israel.  Has  it  then  any 
support  in  the  written  Word  of  God  ?  It  would  be  strange, 
indeed,  if  the  Word  of  God  should  contain  anything  contrary 
to  reason.  As  revealing  the  nature  of  Him  who  is  incompre 
hensible,  it  may  contain  things  above  our  reason :  but  that  in 
giving  laws  for  man  it  should  give  him  license  to  do  what  his 
reason  tells  him  is  directly  opposed  to  the  character  of  God,  is 
altogether  incredible.  The  rabbies,  themselves,  however,  do 
not  endeavour  to  justify  the  doctrine  by  a  reference  to  Scrip 
ture.  They  say  in  plain  terms,  "  This  matter  has  no  founda 
tion  whatever  in  the  ivritten  law"  and  thus  acknowledge  that 
it  is  altogether  a  matter  of  tradition,  the  argument  against  it, 
therefore,  becomes  doubly  strong.  Every  one  knows,  that  a 
story  loses  nothing  by  passing  through  many  mouths,  but  that 
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in  the  course  of  its  progress  it  gets  so  many  additions,  and 
undergoes  so  many  changes  as  at  last  to  be  scarcely  recognis 
able.  This  circumstance  makes  all  oral  tradition  uncertain 
and  unsatisfactory,  but  is  particularly  suspicious  when  it  ap 
pears,  not  only  opposed  to  the  Scripture  character  of  God,  but 
also  favourable  to  the  evil  propensities  of  man.  If  it  had 
exacted  a  more  scrupulous  regard  to  truth  and  a  willing 
submission  to  hardship  and  inconvenience  for  the  ^sake  of 
truth,  then,  as  opposing  the  principles  of  self-interest,  it  would 
have  been  less  suspicious  ;  but  when  it  actually  tells  men  that 
to  do  what  may  save  them  from  worldly  trouble  or  personal 
disadvantage  is  a  Divine  institution,  one  cannot  help  suspect 
ing  that  it  is  an  invention  of  men,  who  found  it  convenient 
occasionally  to  escape  from  the  obligation  of  an  oath.  But 
after  all,  the  great  arbiter  must  be  the  written  Word  of  God. 
The  rabbies  say,  That  it  has  been  learned  from  Moses  by  oral 
tradition,  that  the  words,  "  He  shall  not  profane  his  word," 
mean  that  a  man  shall  not  himself  profane  his  word  in  a  way 
of  levity,  but  that  he  shall  go  to  a  wise  man  and  get  absolu 
tion  ;  let  us  then  read  the  whole  verse  from  which  those  words 
are  taken  :  — 


-IDS  nowb  rwattf  mt&n  i«  'nb  -112  TIT 
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"  If  a  man  vow  a  vow  unto  the  Lord,  or  swear  an  oath  to 
bind  his  soul  with  a  bond,  he  shall  not  break  his  word,  he 
shall  do  according  to  all  that  proceedeth  out  of  his  mouth." 
Now  let  any  man  of  common  sense  and  honesty  say, 
whether  if  it  had  been  God's  intention  to  forbid  all  abso 
lution  from  oaths,  He  could  have  employed  words  more  to 
the  purpose  than  tnese  ;  or  whether  the  plain  simple  gram 
matical  meaning  is  not  directly  opposed  to  the  rabbinic  doc 
trine?  God  says,  If  a  man  swear,  he  shall  not  profane  his 
word.  The  rabbies  say,  he  may  profane  his  word.  To  prevent 
all  mistake,  God  further  adds,  "  He  shall  do  according  to  all 
that  proceeds  out  of  his  mouth."  The  rabbies  say,  he  n<.td 
not  do  what  proceeds  out  of  his  mouth  ;  and  yet  they  have 
the  face  to  tell  us,  that  their  doctrine  is  from  Moses,  and  is 
the  traditional  interpretation  of  words  which  signify  the  very 
reverse  of  what  they  say.  It  is  only  wonderful  that  they 
should  have  referred  to  this  verse  at  all,  and  the  fact  can  only 
be  accounted  for  by  the  supposition  that  this  verse  was  too 
plain  to  be  got  over,  and  therefore  they  thought  it  best  to  take 
the  bull  by  the  horns,  by  selecting  this  very  verse  as  the  basis 
of  their  interpretation.  That  this  verse  in  its  grammatical  con 
struction  is  directly  opposed  to  the  oral  law  no  one  can  dotibt, 
for  it  forbids  what  the  rabbies  allow,  and  commands  what  the 
rabbies  forbid.  But  the  opposition  is  not  found  in  this  verse 
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only.  The  other  verse  to  which  the  rabbies  also  allude  is  equally 
plain  against  it.  The  words,  "  Ye  shall  not  swear  by  my  name 
falsely,  neither  shalt  thou  profane  the  name  of  thy  God.  I  am 
the  LORD,"  plainly  forbid  that  absolution  from  oaths  which  the 
rabbies  teach  not  only  as  lawful,  but  as  of  Divine  authority. 
We  know  that  the  rabbies  make  a  distinction  between  n3?1!2lZ? 
"Ipm?  a  false  oath  and  a  ^pn  n37tOtt7  rash  oath  ;  but  the  dis 
tinction,  as  made  by  them  is  unfounded.  A  rash  oath,  according 
to  their  doctrine,  is  an  oath  concerning  something  which  it  is 
possible  and  lawful  for  a  man  to  do  or  to  leave  undone  ;  for  as 
soon  as  it  interferes  with  the  fulfilment  of  a  Divine  command, 
it  belongs  to  that  class  of  oaths  which  they  call  N1J27  /'TO'Ott? 
vain  oaths.  If,  therefore,  a  man  swears  to  do  what  is  both  law 
ful  and  possible  for  him  to  do,  and  afterwards  draws  back  and 
does  it  not,  what  man  in  his  senses  can  doubt,  that  that  indivi 
dual,  no  matter  what  the  pretext  for  not  keeping  the  oath,  is 
guilty  of  having  sworn  falsely  ?  What  is  it  to  swear  falsely,  if 
voluntarily  to  refuse  to  do  what  a  man  had  previously  sworn  to 
do,  constitute  not  that  sin  ?  A  sinful  falsehood  is  a  wilful  depar 
ture  from  truth ;  here  there  is  that  wilful  departure :  who,  then, 
will  dare  to  affirm,  that  such  conduct  is  not  contrary  to  the  ex 
press  command  of  God  ?  Rabbinists  sometimes  say,  that  though 
the  oral  law  sometimes  commands  more  than  is  commanded  in 
the  Scriptures,  it  never  allows  what  God  has  forbidden ;  but 
here  we  have  a  plain  example  of  the  contrary.  Here  the  oral 
law  allows  false  swearing,  which  God  has  positively  forbidden. 
The  doctrine  of  absolution  from  oaths  teaches  men  to  transgress 
three  rtttjyn  sb  mS£  negative  precepts.  The  man  who 
swears  to  do  anything  and  then  does  it  riot,  because  he  has  got 
absolution,  violates,  first,  the  negative  precept,  "  He  shall  not  pro 
fane  his  word ;"  he  violates,  secondly,  the  negative  precept,  "Ye 
shall  not  swear  by  my  name  falsely ;"  and,  lastly,  he  violates  a 
negative  precept  more  important  than  either  of  the  others  ;  and 
that  is,  "Neither  shalt  thou  profane  the  name  of  thy  God." 
Any  man,  pretending  to  religion,  who  should  act  upon  these 
principles,  first  swear  and  then  obtain  absolution  from  his  oath, 
would  expose  his  religion  to  the  contempt  and  indignation  of  all 
honest  men,  and  thereby  do  all  that  in  him  lies  to  profane  the 
name  of  his  God.  Let,  then,  every  Israelite  who  thinks  that  the 
negative  precepts  are  more  important  than  the  affirmative,  re 
member,  that  in  this  one  instance  the  oral  law  teaches  him  to 
violate  three  such  precepts  ;  and  let  him  reflect  further,  that  the 
upholding  such  a  law  as  this  is  to  profane  the  name  of  the  God 
of  Israel  before  those  who  are  ignorant  of  the  Scripture. 

But  the  rabbinical  doctrine  does  not  stop  at  prospective 
absolution,  it  goes  so  far  as  to  absolve  from  the  guilt  of 
pei jury  actually  committed  : — 

-iprzn  Nnnb  >itan 
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"  If  a  man  swear  a  rash  oath  concerning  the  future,  but 
lies  in  that  which  he  has  sworn,  as,  if  he  should  swear  not 
to  eat  this  bread,  and  afterwards  should  eat  it  ;  and  if,  after 
he  has  eaten  it,  before  he  brings  his  sacrifice,  in  case  he  did 
it  ignorantly,  or  before  he  is  flogged,  in  case  he  did  it  pre 
sumptuously  —  he  repent  and  ask  a  wise  man,  and  he  absolve 
him,  behold  such  an  one  is  exempt  from  the  sacrifice  or  from 
the  flogging  :  and  not  only  so,  but  if  they  had  actually  bound 
him  in  order  to  flog  him,  and  he  ask  a  wise  man,  and  lie 
absolve  him  before  the  flogging  has  commenced,  he  is  ex 
empt."  (Ibid.  18.)  In  this  rabbinic  decision  there  are  two 
cases,  and  both  contrary  to  the  Word  of  God.  First,  we 
have  the  case  of  the  man  who  has  broken  his  oath  igno 
rantly,  and  respecting  whom  God  has  decided  in  the  following 
words  :  "  If  a  soul  swear,  pronouncing  with  his  lips  to  do 
evil,  or  to  do  good,  whatsoever  it  be  that  a  man  shall  pro 
nounce  with  an  oath,  and  it  be  hid  from  him  ;  when  he 
knoweth  of  it,  then  he  shall  be  guilty  in  one  of  these.  And 
it  shall  be,  when  he  shall  be  guilty  *in  one  of  these  things, 
that  he  shall  confess  that  he  hath  sinned  in  that  thing  :  and 
he  shall  bring  his  trespass-offering  unto  the  Lord  for  his  sin 
which  he  hath  sinned,"  &c.  (Levit.  v.  4,  &c.)  Here  God 
positively  commands,  first,,  that  he  should  confess  his  sin, 
and  secondly,  that  he  should  bring  a  sacrifice  in  order  to 
obtain  forgiveness  ;  and,  by  the  above  law,  the  rabbies  as 
positively  declare  that  obedience  to  these  commands  is  super 
fluous.  A  man  need  only  say  that  he  has  changed  his  mind^ 
and  get  a  rabbi  to  absolve  him,  and  then  he  can  set  tha 
Word  of  God  at  defiance,  he  need  neither  confess  his  sin, 
nor  bring  the  sacrifice.  How  can  the  men  who  profess  such 
a  religion  pretend  to  have  any  regard  for  the  law  of  Moses, 
or  how  can  they  with  any  consistency  reproach  Christians 
with  the  non-observance  of  the  ceremonial  precepts,  when 
they  themselves  profess  religious  principles  which  unceremo 
niously  subvert  such  plain  commands  ?  The  second  case  is, 
however,  far  more  flagrant.  It  supposes  a  man  to  have 
sworn  that  he  would  not  do  a  certain  thing,  but  afterwards 
wilfully  to  have  done  it  —  that  is,  it  supposes  a  man  to  have 
been  guilty  of  wilful  perjury,  and  yet  declares  that  he  may 
be  delivered  both  from  the  guilt  and  the  punishment,  by 
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going  to  a  rabbi  and  getting  absolution.  This  oral  law, 
which  would  flog  a  poor  starving  creature  for  eating  Gentile 
food,  or  meat  and  milk  together,  devises  an  expedient  for 
delivering  him  who  is  guilty  of  the  grave  crime  of  perjury 
— that  is,  though  cruel  to  the  poor,  it  is  merciful  to  the 
criminal.  If  this  be  not  to  violate  the  laws  of  God  with 
a  high  hand,  then  we  know  not  what  sin  is.  Here  both 
classes  of  the  precepts,  negative  and  affirmative,  are  treated 
with  the  same  contempt ;  both  equally  trampled  under  foot. 
The  guilty  are  absolved,  not  only  from  doing  what  God 
commands,  but  from  the  penalty  of  actual  transgression. 
The  rabbies  presume  not  only  to  absolve  a  man  from  doing 
what  he  has  sworn  to  do,  but  also  to  turn  perjury  actually 
committed  into  innocence.  They  have  assumed  the  high 
prerogative  of  God,  have  abrogated  his  laws,  and  taught 
the  guilty  to  set  his  threatening^  at  defiance.  We  verily 
believe  that  the  mass  of  the  Jewish  people  have  been  ig 
norant  of  this  gross  contempt  for  the  Mosaic  law,  or  they 
could  never  have  continued  so  long  in  such  a  system,  nor  so 
long  have  suffered  the  name  of  God  to  be  profaned  by  the 
attempt  to  pass  off  such  a  religion  as  proceeding  from  Him. 
Now,  then,  we  call  on  every  reader  of  this  paper  to  decide 
whether  the  oral  law  can  really  be  from  God  ?  Has  this 
doctrine  of  absolution  from  oaths  anything  resembling  the 
character  of  the  Divine  Being  as  a  God  of  truth  ?  Is  it 
possible  that  God  should  give  an  oral  law  directly  subversive 
of  that  which  he  has  given  in  writing ;  or  will  any  one 
dare  to  say  that  the  Almighty,  when  he  wished  to  give  a 
law  permitting  absolution  from  oaths,  knew  so  little  of  the 
Hebrew  language  as  to  enunciate  it  in  words  which  directly 
forbid  it  ?  Let  no  one  misunderstand  us,  as  if  we  applied 
the  passages  quoted  from  the  oral  law  generally  to  the  case 
of  all  oaths,  or  as  if  we  attributed  this  doctrine  of  the  oral 
law  to  all  Israel.  We  do  neither  the  one  nor  the  other ;  in 
a  future  number  we  hope  to  consider  the  case  of  an  oath 
between  man  and  man,  and  at  present  our  only  intention 
is  to  show  that  the  oral  law  is  dishonouring  to  God,  sub 
versive  of  the  commands  given  by  Moses,  and  injurious  to 
the  best  interests  of  the  Jewish  people ;  nay,  that  it  is 
actually  a  libel  on  the  children  of  Abraham ;  and  thats 
therefore,  if  they  have  any  love  to  God,  any  reverence  for 
Moses,  and  any  respect  for  themselves  and  their  brethren, 
they  are  bound  publicly  to  renounce  the  principles  which  it 
inculcates,  and  by  which  they  have  been  deluded  for  so  many 
centuries.  It  is  possible  to  do  one  of  two  things— either  to 
approve  the  doctrine  of  absolution  from  oaths,  or  to  dis 
approve  of  it.  Those  who  approve  of  it  will,  of  course, 
endeavour  to  uphold  it,  and  will  thereby  continue  the  pro- 
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fanation  of  God's  name  ;  and,  so  far  as  they  can,  stamp 
dishonour  upon  the  religion  of  Israel.  Those,  who  disap 
prove  the  idea  of  a  rabbi's  absolving  from  a  solemn  oath, 
and  think  that  oaths  are  not  to  be  tampered  with,  are 
bound  not  only  to  protest  against  this  particular  abuse,  but 
to  reject  the  whole  oral  law.  The  rabbies  declare  that 
this  doctrine  is  not  an  ordinance  of  the  scribes,  but  an 
oral  tradition  from  Moses  ;  if  then  it  be  false,  the  rabbies 
are  again  convicted  of  passing  off  an  invention  of  their  own 
as  an  ordinance  of  God,  and  are  therefore  wholly  unworthy 
of  credit.  The  oral  law  depends  altogether  upon  the  validity 
of  the  testimony,  and  if  the  witnesses  can  be  proved,  in  any 
one  instance,  to  have  spoken  falsehood,  the  credit  of  the 
whole  is  destroyed.  Now  this  is  eminently  the  case,  for 
not  only  have  they  said  what  is  false,  but  have  endeavoured 
to  establish  a  principle  subversive  of  all  reverence  for  truth. 
It  would  be  difficult  for  any  man,  who  was  known  as  one 
in  the  habit  of  getting  dispensation  from  oaths,  to  find 
belief  or  credit  in  the  world,  and  he  would  scarcely  be 
admitted  as  a  valid  witness  in  a  court  of  justice ;  but  the 
man  who  propounds  dispensation  from  oaths  as  a  religious 
doctrine,  and  teaches  it  systematically  as  agreeable  to  the 
will  of  God,  is  a  more  suspicious  person  still,  and  such  are 
the  authors  of  the  oral  law.  The  former  might  be  regarded 
as  a  deluded  person,  who  only  broke  his  oaths  when  he  got 
dispensation,  but  the  latter  would  be  considered  an  artful 
underminer  of  principle,  and  a  wilful  despiser  of  truth ;  his 
testimony  would,  therefore,  have  no  weight.  Now,  it  is 
upon  the  testimony  of  such  persons  that  the  authority  of  the 
oral  law  entirely  depends.  It  is  confessed,  that  until  the 
Mishna  and  Gemara  were  compiled,  there  was  no  written  re 
cord  of  its  contents,  but  that  it  was  propagated  from  mouth 
to  mouth.  If,  therefore,  it  appear  that  those  who  transmitted 
it  were  men  whose  love  for  truth  was  equivocal,  we  cannot 
be  sure  that  they  did  not  transmit  a  forgery.  The  doctrine, 
which  we  have  just  considered,  shows  that  they  did  not 
love  truth,  and  that  they  have  actually  libelled  the  memory 
of  Moses,  the  servant  of  God,  by  asserting  that  he  taught 
them  how  to  get  absolution  from  oaths.  It  is  for  the  Jews 
to  consider  whether  they  will  still  be  deluded  by  such 
incompetent  witnesses,  and  still,  even  silently,  uphold  a, 
doctrine  so  dishonouring  to  their  religion. 
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EVERY  one  naturally  thinks  that  his  own  religion  is  the  true 
one.  The  Mussulman  thinks  thus  of  Mahometanism,  the  Chris 
tian  of  Christianity,  and  the  Jew  of  Judaism,  and  yet  it  is  plain 
that  they  cannot  all  be  right — two  out  of  the  three  must  neces 
sarily  he  in  error.  What  then  is  to  be  done  ?  Are  they  all  to 
go  on  in  listless  and  lazy  indifference,  and  leave  it  to  another 
world  to  find  out  whether  or  not  they  have  been  in  the  right, 
or  are  we  to  lay  it  down  as  a  maxim  that  every  one  is  to 
continue  in  that  religion  in  which  he  was  born,  whether 
right  or  wrong,  and  that  therefore  the  Turk  is  to  remain  a 
Mahometan,  and  the  Hindoo  an  idolater,  to  his  life's  end  ? 
There  are  very  many  in  the  world  who  seem  to  think  so, 
and  who  adhere  to  a  religion  simply  because  it  was  the 
religion  of  their  forefathers.  Now  we  grant  that  no  man  should 
carelessly  or  lightly  abandon  the  religion  of  his  childhood,  and 
have  no  scruple  in  saying  that  he  who  changes  his  religion  as 
he  would  his  clothes  must  be  a  fool,  or  something  worse.  But 
we  must  say,  at  the  same  time,  that  he  who  retains  his  religion, 
merely  as  a  matter  of  prejudice  or  interest,  is  not  a  great  deal 
better,  and  can  hardly  be  considered  as  a  rational  being.  Every 
being,  whom  the  Creator  has  endowed  with  reason,  ought  to 
have  a  religion  and  to  know  why  he  prefers  it  to  all  others. 
But  perhaps  some  reader  will  say,  I  have  a  religion — I  am  a  Jew, 
and  I  prefer  this  religion  to  all  others,  because  God  himself 
gave  it  to  Moses  on  Mount  Sinai.  To  this  we  reply,  But  how 
do  you  know  that  you  have  got  the  religion  of  Moses  ?  If  you 
really  had  Moses'  religion  you  could  not  be  wrong,  but  how  can 
you  prove  that  the  religion  which  you  now  profess  is  really  that 
true  religion  ?  Your  fathers  in  the  times  of  old  often  forsook 
Moses  and  the  Prophets,  and  taught  their  children  a  false  reli 
gion,  how,  then,  can  you  be  sure  that  this  is  not  the  case  with 
what  you  have  got  at  present  ?  Certainty  can  be  had  only  by  ex 
amination  and  comparison.  The  Judaism  of  the  present  day  must 
be  compared  with  the  Law  and  the  Prophets.  If  it  agrees  with 
them,  then  the  Jews  have  reason  to  believe  that  they  are  in  the 
right ;  but  if  not,  then  they  must  be  in  the  wrong.  Our  own 
firm  conviction  is,  that  modern  Judaism  is  altogether  spurious, 
and  plainly  opposed  to  that  religion  which  God  gave  to  your 
fathers.  The  doctrine  of  dispensation  from  oaths  is  sufficient 
to  prove  this,  as  was  shown  in  the  last  number.  But  we  have 
more  objections  still  to  make  against  that  doctrine,  and  all  con 
firmatory  of  the  conclusion  to  which  we  have  come.  We  saw 
in  our  last,  that  if  a  man  swear  an  oath  to  himself  only,  where 
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others  are  not  concerned,  he  can  have  absolution,  but  we  now 
come  to  consider  the  case  of  an  oath  made  to  another  person, 
respecting  -which  the  oral  law  teaches  us  as  follows  :  — 


bnp  is  ps  rasn  p^Ettfb  ^nitfnrc  pis-i 
s  rrbs?  bsttfsi  insist?  bs  JISDIP  carai 
DS  pi  i  israaynt?  pisn  ^sa  sbs  ib 
in  ram  sbtp  is  prEtm  ram  sbtr>  -112  is 
^22n  nbs  ib  ^T^nn  TS  csnb  bstroi  cmi 
ps  ^12  "ns  pp  v^Dtp  mn  ib^ssi  ns:n  i3»ia 

HT    TnntP    "lT3n    37"Pt&    'HD    V32a   Kbs   ib 

:  ib  ram  is  IDEE  ram  -p^bi  innnrz?  is 


"  If  Reuben  should  adjure  Simeon,  and  he  answer  Amen,  or 
accept  the  oath  ;  and  afterwards  Simeon  should  repent  of  his 
oath,  and  ask  concerning  it,  he  is  not  to  be  absolved  except  in 
the  presence  of  Reuben  who  adjured  him.     In  like  manner,  if 
Reuben  should  swear  an  oath  not  to  receive  any  profit  from 
Simeon,  or  that  Simeon  should  receive  no  profit  from  him,  and 
afterwards  should  repent  and  ask  a  wise  man,  he  is  not  to  be 
absolved  except  in  the  presence  of  Simeon,  concerning  whose 
profit  he  had  vowed  :  yea,  even  though  Simeon  were  an  infant 
or  a  Gentile,  he  is  not  to  be  absolved  except  in  his  presence,  in 
order  that  he,  with  respect  to  whom  the  vow  was  made,  may 
know  that  the  other  has  got  absolution  from  his  oath  or  vow,  and 
that  therefore  he  may  receive  from  or  confer  profit  upon  him." 
(Hilchoth  Sh'vuoth,  c.  vi.7.)     Now  in  considering  this  doctrine, 
we  must  not  withhold  that  measure  of  approbation  which  is 
due  to  the  rabbies.     There  is  here  a  certain  degree  of  honesty 
and  plain  dealing.     The  rabbies  have  determined  that  where 
one  man  swears  to  another,  he  is  not  to  be  absolved,  except  in 
the  presence  of  that  other,  and  are  in  so  far  vastly  superior  in 
morality  to  those  who  hold  and  teach,  not  only  that  all  oaths 
may  be  absolved,  but  that  they  may  be  absolved  secretly,  so 
that  he  who  is  most  affected  by  the  dispensation,  knows  nothing 
about  it.     Bad  as  the  oral  law  is,  it  does  not  descend  to  such  a 
depth  of  hypocrisy  and  profaheness.     Another  trait  which  de 
serves  notice  is,  that  it  does  not  teach  that  no  faith  is  to  be  kept 
towards  those  who  have  got  another  religion,  but  expressly  de 
termines,  that  if  a  Jew  swear  to  a  Gentile,  he  is  not  to  be  ab 
solved  without  that  Gentile's  knowledge.     We  readily  admit 
that  this  is  greatly  superior  to  a  doctrine  of  dispensation,  taught 
and  practised  by  some  who  call  themselves  Christians  ;  but, 
having  made  this  admission,  and  given  the  rabbies  their  due, 
we  must  also  say,  that  the  doctrine  of  absolution  here  taught  is 
plainly  contrary  to  reason  and  Scripture,  and  if  extensively 
practised,  would  destroy  all  confidential  intercourse  or  dealings 
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between  man  and  man.  Just  suppose  that  the  law  of  this 
country  was,  that  any  one  who  had  entered  into  a  solemn  en 
gagement  with  another,  could  be  enabled  to  break  it,  simply,  by 
calling  up  the  person  to  whom  he  had  made  the  promise  before 
a  magistrate,  and  by  declaring,  in  his  presence,  that  he  re 
pented  of  what  he  had  done,  who  would  ever  trust  another,  or 
value  even  an  oath  ?  Not  only  would  the  commercial  transac 
tions  of  the  country  be  at  an  end,  but  the  very  bonds  of  society 
would  be  rent  asunder.  The  existence  of  human  society  de 
pends  upon  that  measure  of  confidence  which  a  man  can  place 
in  his  brother,  but  if  the  rabbinical  doctrine  prevailed  and 
were  acted  upon,  there  could  be  no  confidence  more.  A  man's 
oath  would  be  good  for  nothing,  and  if  so,  the  value  of  his  word 
still  less.  But,  besides  this,  the  doctrine  that  a  rabbi  may  ab 
solve  Simeon  from  his  sworn  obligation  to  Reuben,  is  absurd. 
If  Simeon  swear  to  Reuben  a  lawful  oath,  no  one  on  earth  bat 
Keuben  can  release  him  ;  but  here  we  are  told  that  a  rabbi, 
who  has  nothing  at  all  to  do  with  the  matter,  may  remit  the 
obligation.  He  might,  with  as  much  reason  and  with  less  pro 
fanity,  undertake  to  absolve  Simeon  from  his  pecuniary  debts. 
That  the  dispensation  must  take  place  in  the  presence  of  the 
party  to  whom  Simeon  swore,  is  but  poor  satisfaction,  and 
would  not  remove  the  inconvenience,  nor  diminish  the  guilt. 
Suppose,  for  instance,  that  Simeon  should  promise  Reuben 
with  an  oath,  that  within  a  given  time  he  would  complete 
certain  business,  or  lend  him  a  certain  sum  of  money,  or  any 
thing  else  of  the  kind,  and  that  Reuben  should  arrange  his 
affairs  in  dependence  upon  this  oath,  what  satisfaction  would  it 
be  to  Reuben  to  be  present  at  the  absolution  !  It  wrould  not 
remove  the  inconvenience  nor  indemnify  him  for  the  loss  to 
which  the  non-fulfilment  of  the  oatli  exposed  him,  nor  abate  the 
vexation  and  sorrow  which  he  must  feel  to  see  a  teacher  of  re 
ligion  trampling  upon  the  most  solemn  sanction  with  which  re 
ligion  guards  the  intercourse  between  man  and  man.  For, 
after  all,  the  main  objection  to  the  doctrine  is,  that  it  allows 
what  God  forbids,  as  we  showed  in  the  last  number,  and  under 
the  pretence  of  religion,  makes  perjury  systematic. 

But  to  estimate  this  doctrine  fully,  and  also  the  character  of 
the  men  with  whom  it  originated,  we  must  look  at  the  original 
passage  in  the  Talmud,  on  which  the  above-cited  decision  is 
founded  :  — 
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"  He  that  has  a  vow  upon  him,  with  respect  to  profit  from 
his  neighbour,  is  not  to  be  absolved,  except  in  that  neighbour's 
presence.  How  is  this  proved?  llav  Nachman  says,  it  is 
proved  by  the  words,  '  And  the  Lord  said  unto  Moses,  in 
Midian,  Go  return  into  Egypt  ;  for  all  the  men  are  dead  which 
sought  thy  life  ;  '  he  said  to  him,  In  Midian  thou  hast  vowed, 
go  and  get  absolution  from  thy  vow  in  Midian,  for  it  is  written, 
nrjft  bsisl,  'And  Moses  was  content.'  (Exodus  ii.  21.)  Now 
this  word  means  nothing  else  but  swearing,  as  it  is  written, 
*  And  he  took  an  oath  of  him.'  (Ezek.  xvii.  13.)  It  is  further 
proved  by  the  wrords,  '  And  he  also  rebelled  against  King 
Nebuchadnezzar,  who  had  made  him  swear  by  God.'  (2  Chron. 
xxxvi.  13.)  What  was  the  nature  of  his  rebellion  ?  Zedekiah 
found  Nebuchadnezzar  eating  a  live  hare,  whereupon  Nebu 
chadnezzar  said  to  him,  swear  to  me  not  to  reveal  this,  nor  to 
report  the  matter.  Zedekiah  swore,  bufc  afterwards  he  was 
grieved,  and  went  and  got  his  oath  absolved  and  told.  Nebu 
chadnezzar  heard  that  they  despised  him,  and  sent  and  fetched 
the  Sanhedrin  and  Zedekiah,  and  said  to  them,  Ye  see  what 
Zedekiah  has  done,  although  he  swore  by  the  name  of  God  not 
to  reveal  the  matter.  They  said  to  him,  He  got  a  dispensation 
from  his  oath.  He  said,  Is  it  lawful,  then,  to  get  dispensation 
from  an  oath  ?  They  said,  Yes.  He  said  again,  Is  this  to  be 
done  in  the  other's  presence  or  absence  ?  They  say,  In  his 
presence,"  &c.  (Nedarim,  fol.  Ixv.  1.)  Now  this  passage  not 
only  illustrates  the  doctrine  of  dispensation,  but  throws  much 
light  upon  the  character  and  knowledge  of  the  men  from 
whom  the  tradition  is  derived.  In  the  first  place,  it  shows  a 
strange  confusion  of  mind  to  derive  b^isl,  "  he  was  willing,' 
from  nbs,  "  he  eware  ;  "  but  it  is  stranger  still  out  of  this 
mistranslation,  to  invent  a  story  of  Moses  having  sworn  and 
got  absolution  ;  but  the  most  strange  of  all  is,  that  any  one 
should  be  found  who  can  believe  this  a  sufficient  warrant  for 
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the  doctrine  of  dispensation  from  an  oath  made  to  a  fellow- 
creature.  If  even  it  were  true,  as  the  rabbies  say,  that  Moses 
had  sworn  to  Jethro  not  to  return  into  Egypt,  still  this  is  not 
a  case  in  point;  for  Moses  did  not  get  absolution  from  any 
third  person,  but  received  express  permission  from  Jethro  him 
self  to  return,  as  we  find  in  the  chapter  referred  to,  where  it  is 
said,  "  And  Moses  went  and  returned  to  Jethro,  his  father-in- 
law,  and  said  unto  him,  Let  me  go,  I  pray  thee,  and  return 
unto  my  brethren  which  are  in  Egypt,  and  see  whether  they 
be  yet  alive.  And  Jethro  said  to  Moses,  Go  in  peace."  (Exod. 
iv.  18.)  If  there  was  any  oath,  we  see  that  it  was  dispensed 
with,  not  by  a  wise  man,  nor  by  any  third  person  or  persons, 
but  by  him  to  whom  the  oath  was  made.  This  passage  is, 
therefore,  decidedly  against  the  rabbinic  doctrine,  and  there 
fore  the  rabbinic  doctrine  cannot  be  true.  The  second  case 
cited  by  the  Talmud  is  still  stronger,  as  a  testimony,  both 
against  the  system  and  the  men.  It  tells  us  that  Zedekiah 
swore  to  Nebuchadnezzar  not  to  betray  him  in  a  certain  matter, 
whieh  no  law,  either  of  God  or  man,  compelled  him  to  divulge 
— that  he  swore  by  the  name  of  the  God  of  Israel,  and  yet  that, 
after  this  most  solemn  transaction,  he  did  what  he  had  sworn 
not  to  do.  He  betrayed  a  man  from  whom  he  had  received 
kindness,  and  equally  disregarded  the  obligations  of  gratitude 
and  the  sacred  ties  of  an  oath — in  short,  that  he  committed 
perjury.  This  is  in  itself  bad  enough  ;  but  the  Talmud  proceeds 
further  to  tell  us,  that  this  was  not  his  own  individual  act,  but 
the  solemn  decision  of  the  Supreme  Council  of  the  Sanhedrin. 
Zedekiah  did  not  perjure  himself  without  having  advice.  He 
went  to  the  Sanhedrin,  and  they  absolved  him  from  the  ob 
ligation  of  the  oath,  and  that  contrary  to  their  own  maxim, 
that  an  oath  sworn  to  a  neighbour  cannot  be  absolved,  except 
in  his  presence.  Here,  then,  the  Talmud  plainly  confesses 
that  the  Sanhedrin  did  wrong,  in  fact,  that  they  w^ere  aiders 
and  abettors  in  Zedekiah's  perjury  ;  that,  therefore,  they  were 
men  who  had  no  regard  to  truth,  and  no  fear  of  God ;  and, 
consequently,  that  no  man  of  any  common  sense  would  believe 
a  single  word  that  came  out  of  their  mouths.  What,  then, 
becomes  of  the  whole  fabric  of  Jewish  tradition  ?  It  depends 
altogether  upon  the  unimpeachable  character  of  the  various 
Sanhedrins  through  whose  hands  it  passed.  If,  therefore,  we 
should  find  that  any  one  Sanhedrin  consisted  of  notorious 
liars,  the  genuineness  of  the  oral  law  is  at  an  end.  But  here 
the  Talmud  itself  tells  us  that  even  before  the  deportation  of 
Zedekiah,  the  Sanhedrin  consisted,  not  of  common  liars,  but  of 
false  swearers,  of  men  who  had  so  little  regard  for  the  name 
of  the  Lord,  as  to  absolve  a  solemn  oath  of  which  that  name 
was  the  safeguard.  If  they  had  done  this  in  accordance  with 
their  traditions,  there  would  be  some  appearance  of  consis- 
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tency,  but  they  did  it  in  the  face  of  the  tradition,  which  says, 
that  when  an  oath  is  sworn  to  another  person  absolution  cannot 
be  given  except  in  his  presence.  When  Zedekiah  demanded 
absolution,  they  should  have  refused,  and  told  him  that  it  was 
contrary  to  the  oral  law ;  but,  whether  from  fear  or  from  self- 
interest,  they  acceded  to  the  king's  wish,  and  helped  him  to 
commit  perjury :  and  these  are  the  men  who  have  handed  down 
the  oral  law ;  "what  trust,  then,  can  be  placed  in  their  word, 
when  they  disregard  an  oath  ?  The  story  is  either  true  or  false. 
If  true,  then  all  the  members  of  the  Sanhedrin  were  guilty  of 
perjury, — if  false,  then  the  Talmud  has  handed  down  a  false 
hood  as  truth,  and  in  neither  case  is  it  worthy  of  credit.  Surely 
it  is  time  for  the  chosen  people  of  God  to  use  the  reason  which 
God  has  given,  and  to  examine  the  grounds  upon  which  they 
profess  Judaism.  The  ignorant  and  the  thoughtless  may  retain 
their  profession  as  a  mere  matter  of  prejudice,  but  it  would  be 
very  strange  if  any,  who  think  religion  worth  a  thought,  should 
still  adhere  to  a  system  for  which  there  is  not  only  no  evidence, 
but  against  which  there  is  evidence  so  satisfactory.  According 
to  the  Talmud  itself,  and  on  its  own  showing,  the  persons  whose 
office  it  was  to  guard  the  traditions  in  the  days  of  Zedekiah  were 
men  who  transgressed  those  traditions,  and  made  themselves 
guilty  of  perjury ;  what  warrant,  then,  have  the  Jews  for  be 
lieving  that  those  men  did  not  change  the  traditions,  and  hand 
down  mere  inventions  of  their  own  ?  What  was  there  to  restrain 
them  from  such  conduct,  if  they  could  free  themselves  from  the 
obligation  of  an  oath  by  the  name  of  the  God  of  Israel  ? 

But  as  the  men  who  handed  down  the  traditions  are  described 
by  their  own  successors  as  wicked  and  ungodly  persons,  so  the 
traditions  which  they  have  handed  down  are  of  the  same  cha 
racter,  and,  as  we  have  said,  if  generally  acted  upon,  would  rend 
asunder  all  the  tics  of  human  society,  and  beget  universal  dis 
trust  and  suspicion.  The  oral  law  plainly  and  unequivocally 
allows  a  man  to  swear  to  his  neighbour  that  he  will  do  or  leave 
undone  something  that  his  neighbour  requires,  and  then  to  get 
absolution  from  that  oath  and  do  the  contrary.  It  is  true  that 
it  requires  this  to  be  done  in  the  presence  of  the  other  person, 
but  that  does  not  much  alter  the  matter.  Whether  Zedekiah 
divulged  what  he  had  sworn  to  Nebuchadnezzar  to  keep  secret, 
in  his  presence  or  behind  his  back,  is  a  tiling  of  very  little  con 
sequence  ;  the  oath  is  just  as  much  and  as  really  broken,  and 
the  results  might  be  just  as  pernicious  and  injurious.  Take,  for 
example,  the  case  of  a  manufacturer  who  communicates  to  his 
servant  some  important  secret  in  his  trade,  and  for  his  own 
security  binds  him  by  an  oath  not  to  divulge  it.  In  a  little  time, 
the  servant,  for  some  reason  or  other,  finds  it  convenient  or 
profitable  to  make  this  secret  known,  and  goes  to  a  wise  man, 
summons  the  manufacturer  to  be  present,  gets  absolution,  and 
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then  divulges  what  he  had  sworn  to  keep  secret, — where  is  the 
difference  as  to  all  practical  purposes,  or  as  to  the  actual  guilt 
of  perjury  ?  But  again,  suppose  that  the  wise  man  was  to  act 
as  the  Sanhedrin  did,  and  absolve  the  man  without  summoning 
the  person  to  whom  he  swore,  it  is  a  question  whether  the  ser 
vant  would  then  be  bound.  Zedekiah  evidently  thought  not. 
All  he  was  concerned  about  was  to  have  absolution,  and  if  there 
was  any  sin  in  giving  it,  he  evidently  thought  that  the  onus 
rested  upon  those  who  gave,  and  not  upon  him  who  received  it. 
According  to  the  oral  law,  the  Sanhedrin  was  wrong  in  giving 
absolution  under  the  circumstances :  but,  according  to  the  same 
oral  law,  Zedekiah  was  right  in  obeying  their  decision.  Im 
plicit  and  universal  obedience  to  the  words  of  the  Sanhedrin 
and  wise  men  is  required  by  the  Talmud ;  and,  therefore,  if  a 
wise  man  give  absolution,  even  though  he  give  it  unlawfully, 
it  is  still  the  duty  of  him  who  is  absolved  to  obey  his  decision, 
and  act  upon  it.  A  Rabbinist  is  not  allowed  to  reason  ;  but  as 
we  have  seen  on  a  former  occasion,  to  believe  that  his  right 
hand  is  his  left,  and  vice  versa,  if  the  rabbies  say  so — and,  con 
sequently,  if  a  wise  man  absolve  him,  he  is  not  to  trouble  either 
his  conscience  or  his  reason  as  to  the  right  or  the  wrong ;  his 
duty  is  not  to  dispute,  but  to  receive  the  determination  as  the 
words  of  the  living  God.  The  provision,  therefore,  that  if 
Simeon  swear  to  Reuben  he  is  not  to  be  absolved,  except  in 
Reuben's  presence,  affords  but  little  protection.  If  it  was  pos 
sible  for  the  Sanhedrin,  a  body  consisting  of  seventy-one  persons, 
to  disregard  it,  it  is  surely  possible  that  any  other  wise  man 
might  disregard  it  also,  and  absolve  Simeon,  even  in  Reuben's 
absence.  Now  the  bare  possibility  of  such  occurrences  would 
make  all  promises,  whether  sanctioned  by  oaths  or  not,  of  no 
value,  and  have  the  most  pernicious  effect  as  to  the  practice  of 
speaking  truth.  Men  might  reason  from  the  greater  to  the  less, 
and  say,  If  it  be  lawful,  by  means  of  absolution,  to  break  an 
oath,  "itt'irn  bpj  «  fortiori,  it  is  lawful  to  break  one's  word 
without  absolution ;  and,  at  all  events,  those  to  whom  the  pro 
mise  was  given  would  be  likely  to  reason  thus,  and  say,  If  we 
cannot  depend  upon  this  man's  oath,  much  less  can  we  place 
confidence  in  his  word.  But  what  is  worse  still,  such  a  doctrine 
is  calculated  to  make  men  despise  all  religion,  and  to  render 
them  a  prey  to  infidelity.  The  thoughtless  and  the  rash  are 
very  likely  to  say,  If  this  be  religion,  better  far  to  be  without 
it ;  or,  to  conclude  that  as  such  doctrine  cannot  possibly  be  the 
offspring  of  the  Divine  mind,  all  revealed  religion  is  a  mere  im 
posture.  In  every  case  it  is  a  reproach  to  the  good  sense  and 
piety  of  Israel  to  profess  such  a  doctrine ;  or,  if  they  do  not 
believe  it,  to  remain  silent,  and  suffer  mankind  to  suppose  that 
this  is  the  religion  of  the  children  of  Abraham.  So  long  as  they 
profess  that  the  oral  law  is  the  source  of  their  religion,  so  long 
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are  they  responsible  for  the  doctrines  which  it  teaches ;  and  so 
long  as  they  abstain  from  a  public  renunciation  of  the  oral  law, 
they  must  be  considered  as  believers  in  its  authority.  It  will 
not  do  to  renounce  one  particular  doctrine,  whilst  they  profess 
faith  in  the  general  system.  The  body  of  traditions  is  a  whole 
which  cannot  be  parted.  They  have  all  come  down,  resting  on 
the  same  evidence  ;  if,  therefore,  the  evidence  be  invalid  in  any 
one  case,  it  is  invalid  in  all ;  and  if  any  one  admits  its  validity 
in  some  cases,  he  cannot,  if  a  reasonable  man,  deny  it  in  others. 
He  may  dispute  about  the  conflicting  opinions  of  the  rabbies, 
but  if  he  admit  any  one  of  those  doctrines  which  are  called  tra 
ditions  from  Sinai,  he  must  admit  them  all,  and,  consequently, 
this  which  professes  to  be  one  of  them.  It  remains,  therefore, 
for  the  Israelites  of  the  present  day  to  choose,  whether  they  will 
still  retain  the  system  of  the  oral  law,  and  thereby  sanction  the 
dispensation  from  oaths,  or  whether  they  will  repudiate  this 
doctrine,  and  thereby  renounce  the  whole  oral  law. 


No.  LVIIL 
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WHEREVER  there  is  an  internal  principle  of  religion,  it  will, 
like  all  other  principles,  manifest  itself  in  external  acts,  and  in 
an  external  form  of  rites  and  ceremonies.  It  is  just  as  impos 
sible  for  a  living  man  to  continue  without  giving  any  signs  of 
life,  as  for  the  religious  principle  to  exist  without  an  outward 
expression.  It  is  the  universal  law  of  creation  that  every  vital 
principle  should  manifest  itself,  and  therefore,  when  the  Crea 
tor  himself  was  pleased  to  give  a  religion,  he  ordained  certain 
rites  and  ceremonies  to  give  notice  of  its  existence,  and  to 
serve  as  the  body  in  which  the  soul  should  reside.  Rites  and 
ceremonies,  therefore,  are  not  to  be  despised,  even  when  devised 
by  man,  for  they  are  demonstrations  of  an  internal  life  from 
which  they  proceed ;  but  when  instituted  by  God,  they  are 
doubly  important,  because  besides  being  a  sign,  they  have  all 
the  authority  of  a  Divine  command.  False  religion,  however, 
is  not  satisfied  with  this  acknowledgment,  nor  this  measure  of 
reverence.  It  goes  still  further,  and  elevates  the  external  sign 
above  the  thing  signified,  by  making  the  external  rites  the 
great  essentials  of  religion.  Thus,  in  the  time  of  the  Prophet 
Isaiah,  the  Israelites  thought  that  the  act  of  sacrifice,  and  the 
external  observation  of  the  Sabbath  and  holidays,  formed  the 
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substance  of  religion,  and  therefore  God  told  them,  that  even 
these  things,  though  ordained  by  himself,  were  not  pleasing  in 
his  sight,  unless  they  proceeded  from  the  living  principle 
within.  "  Bring  no  more  vain  oblations  :  incense  is  an  abomi 
nation  unto  me  ;  the  new  moons  and  Sabbaths,  the  calling  of 
assemblies,  I  cannot  away  with  ;  it  is  iniquity,  even  the  solemn 
meeting."  (Isaiah  i.  13.)  And  again  in  a  subsequent  chapter 
he  says,  "  They  seek  me  daily,  and  delight  to  know  my  ways, 
as  a  nation  that  did  righteousness  and  forsook  not  the  ordi 
nances  of  their  God  :  they  ask  of  me  the  ordinances  of  justice  ; 
they  take  delight  in  approaching  to  God."  (Iviii.  2.)  And  yet 
at  the  same  time  he  shows  that  this  was  all  mere  outside  work, 
and  displeasing  in  his  sight.  "Wherever,  therefore,  we  find  a 
religion,  which  places  external  observances  above  the  moral 
duties,  we  may  be  sure  it  is  not  of  God  ;  and  for  this  reason, 
amongst  others,  we  believe  that  the  oral  law  is  the  invention 
of  men.  We  had  an  instance  in  the  subject  last  considered, 
the  dispensation  from  oaths.  The  rabbies  disregard  the  moral 
obligation,  but  make  the  mere  form  of  going  to  a  rabbi  to  get 
absolution  an  essential  requisite.  Another  proof  is  furnished 
by  their  doctrine  concerning  The  meritoriousness  of  Circum 
cision,  which  is  set  forth  as  follows  :  — 


ian  ns 
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cbi^b  pbn  ib 

"  It  is  an  affirmative  precept,  binding  on  eveiy  man  of 
Israel,  to  circumcise  his  son  ;  arid  this  is  greater  than  any 
of  the  other  affirmative  precepts,  for  there  is  a  threat  of  ex 
cision  attached  to  it  ;  and  further,  on  account  of  it,  thirteen 
covenants  were  made,  as  is  recorded  in  the  chapter  of  cir 
cumcision.  Abraham  was  not  called  perfect  until  he  was 
circumcised,  and  by  the  merit  of  circumcision,  a  covenant 
was  made  with  him  respecting  the  giving  of  the  land.  It 
also  delivers  from  the  judgment  of  hell,  for  the  wise  men 
have  said,  that  Abraham  our  father  sits  at  the  door  of  hell, 
and  does  not  suifer  any  one  that  is  circumcised  to  be  cast 
into  it.  Uncircumcision  is  despised,  for  the  Gentiles  are 
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reproached  with  it,  as  it  is  said,  '  All  the  nations  are  uncir- 
cumcised  '  (Jer.  ix.  25)  ;  and  eveiy  one  who  breaks  the 
covenant  of  Abraham  our  father,  either  by  not  being 
circumcised  or  by  becoming-  uncircumcised,  has  no  part  in 
the  world  to  come,  even  though  he  possess  a  knowledge  of 
the  law  and  good  works."  (Joreh  Deah.,  260.)  Here  we 
have  the  very  same  misconception,  which  God  reproved  by 
the  mouth  of  Isaiah  ;  an  external  act  is  preferred  to  holi 
ness  of  life,  and  a  mere  preparation  of  the  body  to  purity 
of  heart.  It  is  gravely  and  solemnly  asserted  that  thJe 
precept  concerning  circumcision  is  greater  than  all  the 
other  affirmative  precepts,  that  is,  it  is  exalted  above  our 
duty  to  God  and  our  duty  to  our  neighbour.  The  command 

TIM  isnb  ransi 

"  Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbour  as  thyself,"  is  an  affirma 
tive  precept,  and  is  therefore  one  of  those  to  which  circum 
cision  is  preferred.  The  command 


nsi  -pns  f"i 

"  Honour  thy  father  and  thy  mother,"  is  an  affirmative 
precept,  and  has  a  promise  of  long  life  in  the  land  attached 
to  it.  It  concerns  our  duty  to  those,  to  whom,  under  God, 
we  owe  our  existence,  and  yet  the  oral  law  teaches  that 
obedience  to  it  is  not  so  important  as  to  the  precept  con 
cerning  circumcision.  We  do  not  mean  to  deny  the  scrip 
tural  importance  of  circumcision,  nor  of  any  other  of  the 
Divine  institutions,  but  we  do  mean  to  appeal  to  every 
Israelite  of  understanding  to  judge,  which  of  these  com 
mandments  is  of  most  importance.  Can  an  Israelite,  merely 
because  he  is  circumcised,  though  he  has  no  love  to  his 
fellow-men,  and  no  reverence  for  his  parents,  be  acceptable 
in  the  sight  of  God,  or  can  he  be  more  acceptable  than 
a  Gentile  who  obeys  these  commands  ?  But  the  sweeping 
declaration  of  the  oral  law,  not  only  teaches  men  that  cir 
cumcision  is  more  valuable  than  love  to  man,  but  exalts  it 
even  above  love  to  God.  The  commandment,  "  Thou  shalt 
love  the  Lord  thy  God,  with  all  thy  heart,"  &c.,  is  an  af 
firmative  precept,  and  is  consequently  included  amongst 
those  which  are  stated  to  be  inferior  to  circumcision.  This 
conclusion  seems  so  monstrous,  that  one  is  almost  afraid  of 
having  misunderstood  the  sense  ;  but  llashi,  who  must  be 
acknowledged  as  an  authority,  goes  still  farther,  and  en 
deavours  to  prove  that  circumcision  is  equal  in  importance 
to  all  the  other  commandments  put  together. 

:  rmrau?  rmsan  bs  1333  nbipiz?  s>nu? 

"It  is  equivalent  to  all  the  commandments  which  are  in 
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the  law."  (Nedarim,  fol.  31,  col.  ii.)  So  that  there  can  be 
no  doubt  that  this  is  the  doctrine  of  the  oral  law.  Now 
just  let  the  reader  consider  the  nature  of  circumcision.  It 
is,  in  the  first  place,  an  external  act, — it  is,  in  the  second 
place,  an  act  performed  without  the  will  of  the  infant,  and 
at  a  time  when  he  can  exercise  no  act  of  moral  responsi 
bility,  and  yet  the  mere  act  is  placed  above  the  highest 
perfection  of  a  created  being,  love  to  God  and  his  fellow- 
creatures.  But  the  oral  law  does  not  merely  assert  this 
doctrine,  but  gives  its  proofs,  and  the  first  is,  that  to  the 
precept  of  circumcision  the  threat  of  excision  is  annexed. 
Of  course,  we  admit  the  fact,  for  it  is  plainly  said,  "  The 
uncircumcised  man-child,  whose  flesh  of  his  foreskin  is  not 
circumcised,  that  soul  shall  be  cut  off  from  his  people  ;  he 
hath  broken  my  covenant "  (Gen.  xvii.  14) ;  but  we  deny 
the  consequence.  There  is  nothing  peculiar  to  circumcision 
in  the  annexed  threat  of  excision.  God  has  pronounced  the 
same  threat  against  every  presumptuous  sin,  as  it  is  written, 
"  But  the  soul  that  doeth  ought  presumptuously,  whether  he 
be  born  in  the  land  or  a  stranger,  the  same  reproacheth 
the  Lord  ;  and  that  soul  shall  be  cut  off  from  among  his 
people.  Because  he  hath  despised  the  word  of  the  Lord, 
and  hath  broken  his  commandment,  that  soul  shall  be 
utterly  cut  off;  his  iniquity  shall  be  upon  him."  (Numb. 
xv.  30,  31.)  Here  we  see  that  presumptuous  transgression 
of  any  one  of  God's  commandments  will  be  visited  with  the 
same  punishment  denounced  against  the  omission  of  circum 
cision,  so  that  the  annexed  threat  is  far  from  proving  that 
this  precept  is  superior  to  all  the  other  affirmative  com 
mandments.  On  the  contrary,  it  shows  that  God  does  not 
judge  by  the  external  act,  but  by  the  state  of  the  heart, 
and  that  presumptuous  disobedience  of  any  commandment, 
as  demonstrating  an  utter  want  of  love  to  him,  will  be 
visited  with  the  severity  of  his  wrath.  It  is  further 
alleged,  "  That  Abraham  was  not  called  perfect  until  he 
wras  circumcised," — and  this  is  proved  in  the  Talmud,  by 
the  words,  "  Walk  before  me,  and  be  thou  perfect."  But 
these  \vords  do  not  prove  that,  even  after  his  circumcision, 
Abraham  was  called  perfect ;  they  are  a  command  to  be 
perfect,  but  not  a  declaration  that  he  was  so ;  and  it 
cannot  be  urged  that  by  being  circumcised  he  obeyed  this 
command,  and  thus  became  perfect,  for  this  would  open  an 
easy  way  of  attaining  perfection  to  the  most  abandoned 
of  mankind.  Besides,  it  is  easy  to  prove  that  this  word 
"  perfect "  is  also  given  to  the  uncircumcision.  Long 
before  circumcision  was  given,  it  was  applied  to  Noah. 
•'  Noah  was  a  just  man,  and  perfect  in  his  generations, 
and  Noah  walked  with  God  "  (Gen.  vi.  9),  where  that  which 
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is  only  corimanded  to  Abraham,  is  asserted  to  have  been 
found  in  Noah.  God  commanded  to  Abraham  to  walk 
with  him,  and  to  be  perfect ;  but  he  declares  of  the  un- 
circumcised  Noah,  that  he  was  perfect,  and  did  walk  with 
him.  In  this  respect,  therefore,  even  if  the  rabbinic  inter 
pretation  of  the  words  were  correct,  circumcision  has  no 
superiority  over  uncircumcision.  The  next  proof,  namely, 
"  That  by  the  merit  of  circumcision  a  covenant  was  maae 
with  Abraham,  respecting  the  giving  of  the  land,"  is 
equally  inconclusive.  Long  before  the  covenant  of  circum 
cision  God  had  promised  the  land  to  Abraham,  and  that 
repeatedly  ;  and  not  only  had  promised  it,  but  had  actually 
made  a  covenant  with  him  respecting  the  gift,  as  we  read, 
"In  the  same  day,  the  Lord  made  a  covenant  with  Abram, 
saying,  Unto  thy  seed  have  I  given  this  land,  from  the  river 
of  Egypt  unto  the  great  river,  the  river  Euphrates."  (Gen. 
xvi.  18.)  This  covenant  was  made  before  the  birth  of  Ishmael ; 
and  when  Ishmael  was  born,  Abraham  was  eighty-six  years  of 
age ;  consequently,  it  was  at  least  fourteen  years  before  circum 
cision,  so  that  the  assertion  that  the  covenant  respecting  the 
land  was  made  on  account  of  the  merit  of  circumcision  is 
altogether  false.  God  made  the  covenant,  not  because  Abra 
ham  deserved  it,  but  according  to  his  own  grace  and  mercy, 
when  Abraham  had  no  bodily  mark  to  distinguish  him  from 
the  surrounding  nations.  Here  again,  then,  the  oral  law 
asserts  what  is  false.  But  the  rabbies  were  not  contented  with 
Scripture  proof;  they  felt  that  the  letter  of  Scripture  was 
against  them,  and  therefore  had  recourse  to  their  own  inven 
tion,  and  have  devised  the  fable  that  "  Circumcision  delivers 
from  the  judgment  of  hell,  for  that  Abraham  sits  at  the  door  of 
hell,  and  does  not  suffer  any  one  that  is  circumcised  to  be  cast 
into  it."  That  this  is  a  regular  and  wilful  falsehood,  no  one 
that  has  reason,  and  takes  the  Scripture  to  guide  it,  can 
possibly  doubt.  It  implies  that  many  who  are  circumcised 
deserve  the  punishment  of  hell,  and  are  led  to  the  very  door, 
but  that  Abraham  interferes,  and  delivers  them  from  their  just 
punishment.  If  they  did  not  deserve  it,  and  were  not  liable 
to  it,  there  could  be  no  necessity  for  Abraham's  sitting  in  so 
unpleasant  a  situation.  The  guilt  of  these  persons  is,  there 
fore,  fully  admitted,  and  yet  the  wise  men  say,  that  out  of 
regard  to  the  mere  external  token  of  the  covenant,  God  gives 
up  his  attribute  of  justice,  and  acquits  those  who  deserve 
punishment.  But  it  implies  further,  that  God  does  not  deal 
thus  to  the  Gentiles — that  to  them  he  exercises  all  justice,  and 
shows  no  mercy.  Abraham  looks  on  with  unconcern  when  a 
Gentile  is  brought  to  the  place  of  the  damned,  feels  no  compas 
sion  and  exercises  none,  and  the  Divine  Being  himself  is  made 
a  party  in  this  injustice,  and  want  of  compassion.  Keligion  is 
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misrepresented  as  a  mere  system  of  favouritism,  and  the  Judge 
of  all  the  earth  as  a  doer  of  wrong.  That  this  is  the  plaiiv 
drift  of  the  story  is  plain  from  what  follows :  "  Circumcision  is 
despised,  for  the  Gentiles  are  reproached  with  it,  as  it  is  said, 
'  All  the  nations  are  uncircumeised.' "  Here  the  rabbies  plainly 
tell  us,  that  God  despises  the  works  of  his  own  hands,  that  he 
disdains  the  overwhelming  majority  of  his  rational  creatures,  and 
that  not  because  of  their  wickedness,  or  their  cruelty,  or  their 
idolatry,  or  their  profanity,  but  because  they  have  not  got  a  com 
mandment  which  He  never  gave  them.  The  rabbies  themselves 
will  admit  that  God  never  gave  the  Gentiles  the  commandment 
of  circumcision,  how  then  is  it  possible  that  he  should  blame 
them,  or  despise  them,  or  treat  them  with  unmitigated  severity, 
because  they  have  not  got  what  He  never  gave  them  ?  If  'it 
had  been  offered  to  them,  and  they  had  refused,  there  would 
have  been  some  ground  for  such  a  representation,  but  at 
present  there  is  none.  It  is  not  true  that  God  reproaches  the 
Gentiles  in  the  words,  "  Ail  the  nations  are  uncircumcised ; "  on 
the  contrary,  He  is  reproaching  Israel.  The  context  is,  "  Behold 
the  days  come,  saith  the  Lord,  that  I  will  punish  all  them 
which  are  circumcised  with  the  uncircumcised;  Egypt,  and 
Judah,  and  Edoni,  and  the  children  of  Ammon  and  Moab,  and 
all  that  are  in  the  utmost  corners,  that  dwell  in  the  wilderness ; 
for  all  the  nations  are  uncircumcised,  and  all  the  house  of 
Israel  are  uncircumcised  in  the  heart."  (Jer.  ix.  25,  26.) 
This  is  very  different  doctrine  from  that  of  the  rabbies.  God 
declares  that  the  mere  outward  sign  of  circumcision  shall 
not  save  from  punishment ;  that  he  makes  no  difference  what 
ever  between  the  uncircumcised  and  the  circumcised,  but  that 
he  looks  upon  the  heart,  and  deals  out  to  all  evenhanded 
justice.  He  says,  that  he  will  punish  the  idolatrous  nations, 
whom  he  has  enumerated,  but  declares  that  he  will  punish  the 
sinners  of  Israel  along  with  them,  and  then  to  obviate  the 
very  objection  which  the  oral  law  urges,  and  to  take  away  all 
false  confidence  in  circumcision,  he  adds,  "  The  nations  are 
uncircumcised,  and  all  the  house  of  Israel  are  uncircumcised  in 
heart ; "  as  if  he  would  have  said,  Do  not  deceive  yourselves, 
thinking  that  your  circumcision  will  save  you :  there  is  a  worse 
uncif  cumcision  than  that  of  the  flesh,  the  uncircumcision  of  the 
heart.  This  is  doctrine  worthy  of  the  Divine  Being,  consistent 
with  his  attributes  of  justice  and  holiness,  and  consolatory  and 
encouraging  to  all  his  rational  creatures ;  whereas  the  rabbinic 
doctrine  is  dishonouring  to  God,  and  contemptuous  to  all  the 
Gentile  nations.  If  it  were  believed,  no  Gentile  would  have 
any  motive  to  serve  or  honour  the  true  God,  from  whom  he 
could  expect  neither  justice  nor  mercy.  It  is  equally  perni 
cious  and  destructive  to  the  moral  and  spiritual  welfare  of  the 
Israelites  themselves.  Any  man  who  believes  that  his  circum- 
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cision  will  save  him  from  hell,  will  feel  himself  at  liberty  to 
violate  other  commands  without  fear.  Why  should  he  bo 
holy,  or  chaste,  or  honest,  or  true  ?  His  father  Abraham  is 
sitting  at  the  gate  of  hell  waiting  for  him,  and  will  deliver 
him  from  the  just  reward  of  his  delinquencies.  We  do  not 
mean  to  attribute  such  reasoning  to  all  Israelites — far  from  it ; 
but  it  is  certain  that  on  the  minds  of  the  ignorant  and 
superstitious  this  doctine  must  have  this  effect.  Those  who  are 
acquainted  with  the  Word  of  God,  or  know  how  to  reason,  must 
believe  that  it  is  false,  but  then  it  is  their  duty  not  only  to 
disbelieve  it  in  their  hearts,  but  to  renounce  it  publicly,  and 
to  teach  the  ignorant  and  uneducated  that  it  is  false.  Israelites 
often  feel  justly  indignant  at  the  want  of  due  appreciation 
which  characterizes  public  opinion  with  regard  to  the  nation, 
but  let  them  reflect  on  the  causes,  and  they  will  cease  to 
wonder.  Mankind  in  general  does  not  distinguish  between 
the  Jews  and  Judaism,  but  erroneously  attribute,  without  any 
discrimination,  the  errors  of  the  system  to  the  men ;  and  how 
can  they  do  otherwise,  so  long  as  the  oral  law  is  still  upheld 
as  a  Divine  code  of  law  ?  Let  Israel  renounce  the  errors 
publicly,  arid  all  the  causes  of  misconception  will  be  removed. 

But  we  would  ask  our  readers  to  go  a  little  farther,  and  com 
pare  the  doctrines  of  Christianity  on  this  subject  with  those  of 
the  oral  law.  They  will  find  that  where  the  rabbies  have  erred, 
the  disciples  of  Jesus  of  Nazareth  have  taught  the  truth. 
St.  Paul  admits  the  importance  and  the  privileges  of  circum 
cision.  He  asks,  "What  advantage  then  hath  the  Jew?  or 
what  profit  is  there  of  circumcision  ?  "  And  answers,  "  Much 
every  way :  chiefly,  because  that  unto  them  wrere  committed  the 
oracles  of  God."  (Horn.  iii.  1.)  He  does  not  undervalue  God's 
mercy  to  Israel,  but  at  the  same  time  he  honours  God's  justice 
and  holiness,  by  declaring  that  "  God  will  render  to  every  man 
according  to  his  deeds :  to  them  who  by  patient  continuance  in 
well  doing  seek  for  glory  and  honour  and  immortality,  eternal 
life :  but  unto  them  that  are  contentious,  and  do  not  obey  the 
truth,  but  obey  unrighteousness,  indignation  and  wrath,  tribu 
lation  and  anguish,  upon  every  soul  of  man  that  docth  evil,  of 
the  Jew  first,  and  also  of  the  Gentile ;  but  glory,  honour,  and 
peace,  to  every  man  that  worketh  good,  to  the  Jew  first,  and 
also  to  the  Gentile  :  for  there  is  no  respect  of  persons  with  God." 
(Romans  ii.  6 — 11.)  This  exactly  agrees  with  the  words  of 
Jeremiah,  and  with  the  character  of  God,  as  set  forth  by  Moses 
and  the  Prophets,  and  must  commend  itself  to  the  mind  of 
every  reflecting  person.  Let  then  those  who  reject  Christianity 
account  for  the  fact,  that  where  the  rabbies  are  wrong,  the 
preachers  of  Christianity  are  right.  If  all  truth  come  from 
God,  and  unassisted  human  reason  must  go  wrong,  how  is  it  that 
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God  should  have  helped  Christians  to  the  truth,  and  left  the 
Jews  in  deadly  error  for  so  many  centuries  ? 

Judaism  teaches  that  the  Gentiles  are  despised,  simply  because 
they  have  not  got  an  outward  sign,  which  God  never  intended 
they  should  have.  Christianity  proclaims  that  God  is  a  just 
Judge.  It  says,  "  Circumcision  verily  profiteth,  if  thou  keep 
the  law ;  but  if  thou  be  a  breaker  of  the  law,  thy  circumcision 
is  made  un circumcision.  Therefore  if  the  uncircumcision  keep 
the  righteousness  of  the  law,  shall  not  his  uncircumcision  be 
counted  for  circumcision  ?  "  Judaism  teaches  that  Abraham  sits 
at  the  gate  of  hell  to  deliver  even  the  wicked,  if  they  be  only 
circumcised.  Christianity  teaches  that  Abraham  has  no  re 
spect  to  the  outward  sign,  unless  it  be  accompanied  by  purity 
of  heart.  "  There  was  a  certain  rich  man,  which  was"  clothed 
in  purple  and  fine  linen,  and  fared  sumptuously  every  day  :  and 
there  was  a  certain  beggar  named  Lazarus,  which  was  laid  at 
Ids  gate,  full  of  sores.  And  it  came  to  pass  that  the  beggar 
died,  and  was  carried  by  the  angels  into  Abraham's  bosom  :  the 
rich  man  also  died,  and  was  buried ;  and  in  hell  he  lifted  up 
his  eyes,  being  in  torments,  and  seeth  Abraham  afiir  off,  and 
Lazarus  in  his  bosom.  And  he  cried  and  said,  Father  Abra 
ham,  have  mercy  on  me,  and  send  Lazarus,  that  he  may  dip  the 
tip  of  his  finger  in  water,  and  cool  my  tongue ;  for  I  am  tormen 
ted  in  this  flame.  But  Abraham  said,  Son,  remember  that  thou 
in  thy  lifetime  receivedst  thy  good  things,  and  likewise  Lazarus 
evil  things ;  but  now  he  is  comforted,  and  thou  art  tormented. 
And  beside  all  this,  between  us  and  you  there  is  a  great  gulf 
fixed :  so  that  they  which  would  pass  from  hence  to  you  cannot  ; 
neither  can  they  pass  to  us,  that  would  come  from  thence.  Then 
he  said,  I  pray  thee  therefore,  lather,  that  thou  wouldest  send 
him  to  my  father's  house :  for  I  have  five  brethren  ;  that  he  may 
testify  unto  them,  lest  they  also  come  into  this  place  of  torment. 
Abraham  said  unto  him,  They  have  Moses  and  the  prophets ; 
let  them  hear  them.  And  he  said,  Nay,  father  Abraham  :  but 
if  one  went  to  them  from  the  dead,  they  will  repent.  And  he 
said  unto  him,  If  they  hear  not  Moses  and  the  prophets,  neither 
will  they  be  persuaded,  though  one  rose  from  the  dead."  (Luke 
xvi.  19—31.)  Let  the  reader  compare  this  with  the  rabbinic 
doctrine,  and  then  explain  why  it  is  that  where  the  oral  law 
errs,  God  has  given  the  truth  in  the  New  Testament. 
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THE  great  object  of  these  papers  lias  been  to  compare  Judaism, 
as  it  at  present  exists,  with  the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  Pro 
phets,  and  thus  to  ascertain  whether  the  Jews  of  the  present 
day  walk  in  the  good  old  paths  pointed  out  to  their  forefathers. 
We  have  endeavoured  to  give  our  reasons  for  believing  that  the 
Jews  have  been  imposed  upon  by  the  inventors  of  the  oral  law, 
and  have  now  got  a  religion  diametrically  opposed  to  that 
which  was  revealed  to  them  by  God.  More  than  a  year  has 
elapsed  since  the  first  of  these  papers  was  published,  and  yet 
no  answer  has  appeared.  This  silence  may  be  attributed  to 
one  of  three  causes.  Either  there  has  been  a  want  of  sufficient 
zeal  on  the  part  of  those  who  profess  Judaism — or,  prudence 
has  suggested  that  the  system  wrould  not  bear  discussion — or, 
these  papers  have  been  thought  unworthy  of  notice.  It  is  for 
the  Jewish  people  at  large  to  consider,  which  of  these  three 
reasons  have  influenced  the  champions  of  the  oral  law.  The 
Jews  certainly  have  a  right  to  some  explanation  from  those, 
whose  learning  and  station  point  them  out  as  the  natural  de 
fenders  of  Judaism.  Every  reflecting  man  must  be  staggered 
by  the  fact,  that  a  strong  case  has  been  made  out  against  the 
oral  law — that,  contemporaneously  with  the  publication  of 
these  papers,  strong  symptoms  of  dissatisfaction  with  certain 
parts  of  Judaism  have  been  manifested  in  one  of  the  most 
respectable  synagogues  in  London — and  yet,  that  nothing  has 
appeared,  either  in  the  shape  of  defence  or  explanation.  That 
tiiis  silence  has  not  proceeded  altogether  from  contempt  is 
made  probable  by  another  fact,  and  that  is,  That  it  is  confi 
dently  asserted  that  a  public  answer  was  given  orally  to  the 
first  number,  and  that  this  answer  was  satisfactory  to  those 
who  heard  it.  It  is  much  to  be  regretted  that  the  answer 
was  not  made  known  generally,  so  as  to  afford  the  same  satis 
faction  to  others.  For  ourselves,  we  should  have  been  most 
happy,  if  convinced  of  error,  to  have  retracted  any  erroneous 
charge.  We  have,  in  the  interval,  frequently  considered  the 
subject  which  is  said  to  have  been  answered ;  and  now  consider 
it  our  duty,  before  closing  this  series,  to  make  known  our 
reasons  for  still  believing,  that  that  one  topic  is  in  itself  suffi 
cient  to  prove  that  the  religion  of  the  oral  law  is  a  system  of 
error.  Our  arguments  were  simply  these.  A  religion  which 
despises  and  insults  the  unlearned  cannot  be  from  God.  The 
oral  law  does  despise  and  insult  the  unlearned,  for  it  com 
mands  its  disciples  not  to  marry  the  daughters  of  the  unlearned 
on  the  ground  that  they  are  no  better  than  beasts.  There- 
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foi-e  the  oral  law  cannot  be  from  God.  Secondly,  a  religion 
which  makes  the  murder  of  an  unlearned  man  lawful,  cannot 
he  from  God.  The  oral  law  does  make  it  lawful,  for,  as  we 
showed  in  No.  1,  Rabbi  Eleazer  says,  That  it  is  lawful  even  on 
the  most  solemn  day  of  the  Jewish  year,  to  kill  an  unlearned 
man  without  observing  any  of  the  technicalities  of  the  rabbinic 
art  of  slaughtering  ;  or,  as  another  says,  to  rend  him  asunder 
like  a  fish.  Therefore  the  oral  law  cannot  be  from  God.  We 
now  proceed  to  show  why  we  still  think  that  that  line  of 
argument  is  valid. 

The  first  step  is,  to  establish  the  meaning  of  the  expression 
\*"iWn  C37  Amhaaretz,  which  we  translated  "  an  unlearned 
man."  The  literal  English  of  this  expression  is,  "  People  of 
the  land,"  it  might  therefore  signify  the  inhabitants  of  Canaan, 
but  in  the  Bible  it  is  more  commonly  used  of  the  mass  of  the 
Israelitish  people,  as  for  instance  :  — 


"  And  all  the  people  of  the  land  rejoiced,  and  blew  with 
trumpets."  (2  Kings  xi.  14.  See  also  verses  18  —  20.)  Here 
the  expression  is  opposed  to  king  and  princes,  and  evidently 
means  the  mass  of  the  population,  or,  as  some  would  say,  "  The 
common  people."  And,  again,  to  give  an  example  from  the 
Prophets  :  — 

pi^im  p  wirr  p?rn  77  DM  bnmt  ptn 
:  V"^n  •TO  b:>  ptrn 

"  Yet  now  be  strong,  O  Zerubbabel,  saith  the  Lord  ;  and  be 
strong,  O  Joshua,  son  of  Josedech,  the  high  priest  ;  and  be 
strong,  all  ye  people  of  the  land."  (Hag.  ii.  4.)  Here,  also, 
the  expression  is  opposed  to  the  governor  of  Judah  and  the  high 
priest,  and  plainly  signifies  the  mass  of  the  population.  In 
the  oral  law.  it  has  much  the  same  signification  ;  it  stands  for 
those  who  are  not  counted  amongst  the  learned,  nor  the  great 
men  of  the  time,  nor  the  almoners,  nor  the  schoolmasters,  as 
appears  in  the  extract  given  in  page  7.  with  this  difference, 
that  in  the  oral  law  the  want  of  learning  is  a  prominent  idea, 
and  the  expression  may  therefore  be  applied  to  a  high  priest 
if  he  be  unlearned.  In  further  proof  we  might  appeal  to  the 
common  parlance  of  the  Jews,  even  at  this  day,  for  they  com 
monly  call  an  unlearned  man  an  Amhaaretz.  We  prefer, 
however,  giving  one  or  two  extracts  more  from  the  laws, 
where  the  expression  Amhaaretz  is  put  in  opposition  to  "The 
disciple  of  a  wise  man,"  that  is,  to  a  learned  man.  We  read, 
for  instance,  that  in  a  court  of  justice, 

:  y-isn  cs  vib  D~np  c^n  -r»bn  ri 

"  The  cause  of  the  disciple  of  a  wise  man  takes  precedence  of 
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tho  cause  of  an  Amhaaretz."     (Hilchoth  Sanhedrin,  c.  xxi.  6.) 
Again, 

B'W  tt7N~!   mbp  fTO  mnab  ib    11DS   pi 

ampn  DV  ^sn  bs  SPDB^  wbi 
:  an  np^n  pn2>  an-aw  ^n  a^bstzn 

"  In  like  manner,  it  is  unlawful  for  an  elder  to  behave  with 
levity  to  the  congregation,  even  though  they  be  Amharatzin. 
Neither  let  him  behave  haughtily  to  the  holy  people,  for 
although  they  be  common  and  humble  persons,  they  are  chil 
dren  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob."  (Ibid.,  c.  25.)  Again, 


nwi  a^atapn  ns 

wbs  ^ms  ^isbn  ^N  V"isn 


"  Therefore,  when  children  and  women,  and  the  whole  genus 
of  Amharatzin,  are  instructed,  they  are  to  be  taught  to  serve 
God  only  from  the  motive  of  fear,  and  the  desire  to  receive  a 
reward  until,"  &c.  (Hilchoth  T'shuvah,  c.  x.  5.)  In  theso 
passages,  and  many,  many  more  may  be  added,  Amhaaretz 
plainly  signifies  an  unlearned  man,  and  it  does  not  appear  from 
any  one,  that  there  is  any  crime  to  be  laid  to  his  charge.  He 
may  appear  as  suitor  in  a  court  of  law  ;  he  is  considered  as  a 
son  of  Abraham,  Isaac,  and  Jacob  ;  he  is  put  on  a  level  with 
the  children  and  the  women  of  Israel.  The  only  disparagement 
is,  that  he  has  not  been  brought  up  at  the  feet  of  a  learned 
rabbi,  and,  therefore,  cannot  be  reckoned  amongst  the  disciples 
of  the  wise  men. 

The  next  thing  to  be  established  is,  that  the  oral  law 
despises  and  insults  those  whose  misfortune  it  is  to  be  un 
learned  ;  and  here,  in  addition  to  the  complement  paid  to  their 
wives  and  daughters,  noticed  in  No.  1,  we  bring,  as  a  proof, 
the  general  rule  which  is  given  respecting  their  treatment  :  — 


jvxaa  r^  n<n^  1n^  rbnpE  r^  rivro  "jnb 


btr?  naip  b 
bi?  v^""1^  r« 

"Our  rabbies  have  handed  down  as  a  tradition,  that  six 
things  are  said  with  respect  to  Amharat/in.  Testimony  is  not 
to  be  given  to  them,  nor  received  from  them.  A  secret  is  not 
to  be  revealed  to  them.  They  are  not  to  be  appointed  as 
guardians  to  orphans,  nor  to  an  alms-fund.  One  is  not  to  b^r 
them  company  in  the  wav.  And  some  say,  that  if  they  hare 
lost  any  thing,  and  it  is  found,  no  public  notice  is  to  be'  given 
x  2 
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respecting  it."  (Pesachim,  fol.  49,  col.  2.)  Here,  then,  the 
unlearned  are  branded  as  liars,  whose  word  is  not  to  be  de 
pended  upon — as  rogues,  unfit  to  be  trusted  with  property — -a\ 
murderers,  with  whom  it  is  unsafe  to  walk  by  the  way-side. 
Can  contempt  or  insult  add  more  ?  Yes ;  rabbinic  contempt 
had  one  insult  more  galling  than  these,  and  that  was  to  put 
them  on  a  level  with  Gentiles,  and  this  it  has  done  by  forbid 
ding  public  notice  to  be  given,  if  any  thing  which  they  had 
lost  should  be  fcrind.  Now,  we  fear  not  to  assert,  that  this  one 
passage  is  fatal  to  the  claims  of  the  oral  law.  There  is  not  a 
particle  of  resemblance  in  it  to  the  merciful  and  just  religion 
made  known  by  Moses.  It  is  the  effusion  of  a  mind  intoxicated 
with  self-conceit  and  arrogance.  The  authors  of  the  oral  law 
were  determined,  so  far  as  they  could,  to  lay  it  down  as  a 
maxim,  not  only  that  no  wisdom,  but  no  truth,  no  honesty,  and 
no  humanity,  was  to  be  found,  except  amongst  themselves,  and 
their  disciples  :  they  wished  to  have  the  monopoly  of  all  moral 
virtue,  as  well  as  of  all  learning.  We  ask  both  the  learned 
and  the  unlearned,  whether  it  be  possible  that  such  a  law 
could  have  emanated  from  the  God  of  Israel  ?  But  there  is 
not  only  excessive  arrogance,  there  is  also  gross  injustice  in 
their  law.  It  is  ordained,  first,  that  in  a  court  of  law,  the 
cause  of  the  learned  is  to  be  heard  before  the  cause  of  the  un 
learned  ;  this  is  in  itself  most  unjust,  but  is  not  to  be  compared 
with  what  follows.  The  oral  law  forbids  the  appointment  of 
an  unlearned  man  as  guardian  to  orphans ;  can  any  thing  be 
more  oppressive  ?  Suppose  that  an  unlearned  man,  on  his 
death-bed,  thinks  of  a  guardian  for  his  orphan  children,  and 
looks  to  a  brother,  or  an  intimate  friend,  as  unlearned  as  him 
self,  but  whose  worth,  and  honesty,  and  affection,  he  has  long 
known  and  valued  ;  the  oral  law  forbids  him  to  make  such  an 
appointment ;  and  if  he  has  no  learned  friend — and  how,  where 
such  a  law  exists,  is  it  ever  possible  that  the  learned  and  the 
unlearned  should  be  friends  ? — he  must  die  with  the  agonizing 
thought,  that  his  children  must  be  left  to  the  guardianship  of 
a  perfect  stranger.  Is  it  possible  to  conceive  anything  more 
oppressive,  unjust,  or  cruel  ?  But  the  oral  law  is  not  content 
with  this ;  it  will  not  permit  an  unlearned  man,  even  in  his 
lifetime,  to  recover  property  that  has  been  lost.  Whoever 
finds  it  may  keep  it.  The  law  for  other  people  is,  that  if  an\ 
thing  be  found,  the  finder  is  to  have  proclamation  made  in  the 
city,  or,  if  the  majority  of  the  inhabitants  be  Gentiles,  in  the 
synagogue,  that  the  loser  may  hear  of  it.  But  the  poor 
Amhaaretz  is  excluded  from  the  benefit  of  this  command.  It 
may,  however,  puzzle  the  reader,  how  the  finder  is  to  know 
whether  the  thing  which  he  has  found  belongs  to  a  learned  or 
an  unlearned  man.  One  of  the  commentators  has  solved  this 
duiiculty  in  the  following  manner : — 
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"  If  you  ask,  How  is  the  finder  to  know  that  the  thing  found 
belongs  to  an  Amhaaretz  ?  11.  Isaac  says,  it  is  in  such  a  case 
as  when  a  crowd  of  Amharatzin  is  passing-,  and  we  see  that  it 
fell  from  them."  (Ibid.)  So  that,  according  to  this  interpre 
tation,  the  disciples  of  the  wise  men  are  positively  allowed  to 
retain  what  they  know  does  not  belong  to  them,  if  they  only 
see  that  it  does  belong  to  an  unlearned  man  ;  and  yet  these  are 
the  men  who  are  so  afraid  of  the  dishonesty  of  the  unlearned, 
as  to  forbid  their  appointment  to  the  office  of  guardian  to 
orphans,  or  treasurer  to  a  charitable  fund.  Let  any  man  of 
common  sense  decide,  whether  this  law  is  honest  or  dishonest, 
and  then  let  him  decide,  whether  it  can  come  from  God,  and 
whether  such  a  religion  is  fit  for  an  honest  man  ? 

The  most  important  point,  however,  remains,  and  that  is, 
the  permission  to  kill  an  unlearned  man,  or  to  rend  him  like 
a  fish.  We  have  been  told  that  this  is  merely  figurative 
language,  but  the  context  is  not  such  as  to  lead  to  this  conclu 
sion  ;  on  the  contrary,  the  passage  itself,  and  all  that  precedes 
and  follows,  leads  us  to  believe  that  it  was  meant  Literally. 
In  the  first  place,  it  is  said,  that  it  is  lawful  to  kill  an  Amhaa 
retz  without  observing  the  rules  of  ntOTlti?  slaughtering,  and 
when  the  disciples  ask  the  reason,  R.  Eleazar  replies,  Because 
these  rules  would  require  a  benediction  to  be  pronounced, 
whereas  he  would  not  have  an  Amhaaretz  treated  with  such 
respect.  Let  any  man  explain  the  figurative  meaning  of  all 
this.  Secondly,  R.  Samuel,  to  take  away  all  ambiguity,  says, 
in  the  name  of  R  Joliannan,  that  it  is  lawful  to  rend  him  as  a 
fish.  Now  it  is  known  that,  with  regard  to  fish,  the  rules 
of  ntoTlCP  or  slaughtering,  are  not  observed.  All  ambiguity, 
therefore,  as  to  R.  Eleazar's  meaning,  is  here  removed.  Thirdly, 
it  is  evident  that  the  rabbies  looked  upon  the  unlearned  as 
nothing  better  than  beasts.  They  say,  that  the  daughters  of 
the  unlearned  are  an  abomination,  and  their  wives  vermin  : 
yea,  that  their  daughters  are  beasts.  Now,  when  men  are  so 
wicked  as  to  use  such  language  concerning  their  fellow- 
creatures,  are  we  to  be  astonished  that  they  should  draw  the 
conclusion  that  necessarily  follows  from  such  premises,  and 
that  they  should  allow  these  beasts  and  vermin  to  be  killed  ? 
When  we  see  that  these  rabbies  allow  an  unlearned  man  to  be 
robbed  with  impunity  of  that  which  he  has  lost,  what  principle 
of  conscience  or  justice  is  there  left  to  prevent  them  from 
killing  him  whom  they  have  robbed  ?  If  all  the  other  prin 
ciples  of  these  rabbies  were  just,  honest,  upright,  and  merciful, 
we  might  be  tempted  to  suppose,  that  in  these  words  they 
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enveloped  some  mystical  sense.  But  when  we  see  that  the 
principles  which  precede  and  follow  are  an  outrage  upon 
humanity,  justice,  and  mercy,  no  such  supposition  is  necessary. 
But,  after  all,  how  did  the  commentators  understand  the 
passage  ?  If  we,  as  Gentiles,  are  accused  of  misrepresenting- 
the  sense,  what  did  the  rabbies,  who  succeeded,  make  of  this 
passage  ?  The  commentary  from  which  we  have  just  quoted, 
after  saying,  that  if  a  crowd  of  Amharatzin  let  any  thing  fall, 
it  is  lawful  to  keep  it  without  giving  public  notice,  adds,  that 
this  is  to  be  understood  strictly  of  what  is  lost,  but  that  it  does 
not  warrant  the  learned  to  rob  them  by  force  ;  upon  which  the 
following  difficulty  is  started  :  — 

im;j  «nt&n 


"  Why  should  it  be  unlawful  to  deal  thus  with  his  money, 
when  it  is  lawful  to  deal  violently  with  his  body,  for  it  is 
lawful  to  rend  him  as  a  fish."  (Ibid.)  Now  here  this  rabbi 
evidently  interpreted  the  permission  to  kill  literally,  and  he 
naturally  asks,  If  it  be  lawful  to  take  away  a  man's  life  by 
violence,  why  should  it  not  be  lawful  to  take  away  his  money'? 
If  the  words  had  been  taken  figuratively,  there  would  have 
been  no  room  for  this  question.  We  have,  therefore,  neither 
misunderstood  nor  misrepresented  the  meaning.  The  oral  law 
allows  the  murder  of  an  unlearned  man,  and  that  with  as  little 
ceremony  as  it  permits  the  killing  of  an  unclean  animal,  or  a 
fish.  We  therefore  repeat  our  assertion,  that  the  oral  law  can 
not  be  from  God.  One  such  passage  is  quite  sufficient  to  dis 
credit  the  whole,  not  only  because  of  its  intrinsic  wickedness, 
but  because  it  displays  the  character  of  those  men  with  whom 
the  oral  law  originated.  Superabundant  self-conceit,  cold 
blooded  cruelty,  and  unrelenting  enmity,  are  the  striking 
characteristics  of  those  men,  who,  by  dint  of  force  and  fraud, 
gradually  enslaved  the  minds  of  the  Jewish  people.  It  appears 
from  these  passages,  and  from  the  plain  confessions  of  the  rabbies 
in  the  context,  that  the  common  people  struggled  hard  before 
they  submitted  to  the  yoke  of  the  oral  law.  The  attempt  to 
impose  such  a  burden,  evidently  produced  the  most  bitter  ani 
mosity  between  the  rabbies  and  the  people.  The  people  were 
ready,  as  one  of  the  rabbies  says,  to  kill  all  the  wise  men,  and 
these,  in  return  laid  down  the  principles  of  retaliation  which  we 
have  just  considered,  and  which  are  a  disgrace  to  the  name  of 
religion.  These  principles,  however,  would  not  have  triumphed 
if  the  rabbies  had  not  got  the  whole  power  of  the  State  into 
their  own  hands.  By  means  of  that  unlawful  and  heathenish 
tribunal,  the  Sanhedrin,  they  were  able  to  coerce  the  people, 
and  to  kill  all  who  refused  to  submit.  Judaism,  therefore,  as  it 
at  present  exist,  is  a  religion  which  was  originally  forced  upon 
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the  Jewish  people  against  their  will,  and  therefore  has  no 
claims  upon  their  reverence  or  gratitude.  By  the  dispersion, 
God  has  removed  the  main  difficulties  in  the  way  of  their 
moral  and  spiritual  emancipation.  Christianity  is  in  the  as 
cendant,  and  will  not  permit  any  "  wise  men "  to  kill  the  un 
learned  without  ceremony.  The  people  may,  therefore,  assert 
their  relic-ions  liberty  in  perfect  security,  and  without  any  fear 
of  the  Sanhedrin.  AVe  tell  the  Jews,  even  on  the  admissions  of 
the  Talmud  itself,  that  their  present  religion  is  not  even  the 
object  of  their  choice,  and  much  less  the  religion  given  by  God, 
but  that  it  was  imposed  upon  the  consciences  of  their  fathers 
by  force  ;  and,  therefore,  ask  the  Jews,  Whether  they  still  wish 
to  continue  slaves  to  superstition  and  cruelty,  when  God  has, 
in  his  providence,  arranged  the  means  of  their  delivery  ?  The 
Jewish  people  have  often  had  reason  to  complain  of  the  in 
justice,  contempt,  and  cruelty  of  the  nations  amongst  whom 
'they  have  been  scattered ;  but  we  ask  them,  Have  the  most 
barbarous  nations  ever  treated  them  with  more  contempt,  in 
justice,  and  cruelty  than  that  which  we  have  just  found  autho 
rized  by  the  oral  law?  Ignorant  arid  superstitious  Gentiles 
have  turned  the  holy  name  of  Jew  into  a  term  of  reproach,  but 
where  was  it  ever  known  or  heard  of,  that  the  most  ignorant 
and  most  superstitious  called  the  Jews  vermin,  or  compared 
the  wives  and  daughters  of  Israel  to  beasts  ?  It  is  Judaism, 
and  Judaism  only,  that  utters  this  foul  and  inhuman  slander. 
In  seasons  of  popular  tumult,  mobs  have  risen  and  plundered 
the  Jews ;  but  where  is  the  nation,  or  the  religion,  which  has 
made  a  law  that  it  is  lawful  to  keep  the  lost  property  of  a  Jew  ? 
Judaism,  and  Judaism  alone,  is  guilty  of  this  injustice.  Pre 
judice  has  unjustly  assailed  the  character  of  the  Jewish  people, 
but  what  sect  or  party  of  Christians  ever  thought  of  branding 
them  as  liars,  whose  evidence  is  not  to  be  received ;  as  rogues, 
unworthy  to  be  appointed  as  guardians  to  orphans  or  pro 
perty  ;  as  murderers,  with  whom  it  is  unsafe  to  walk  by  the 
road-side  ?  Yet  this  is  the  deliberate  sentence  of  Judaism  re 
specting  the  unlearned ;  that  is,  respecting  the  great  mass  of 
the  Jewish  people.  Just  suppose  that  the  Parliament  of 
England  was  to  pass  a  law,  declaring  that  the  Jews  are  to  be 
considered  incompetent  to  give  testimony,  or  to  be  guardians 
of  property,  warning  people  to  beware  of  walking  with  a  Jew, 
and  permitting  men  to  kill  them,  or  to  rend  them  like  a  fish  ; 
would  not  the  Jewish  people  perceive  in  a  moment  the  injus 
tice  and  the  cruelty  of  such  legislation  ?  Would  they  not  have  / 
just  reason  to  complain  of  the  blind  prejudice  which  possessed 
"the  minds  of  the  legislators  ?  And  yet,' this  is  only  what  the 
rabbics  have  done.  If  Judaism  be  true,  then  the  mass  of 
the  Jewish  people  are  liars,  rogues,  and  murderers ;  for  this 
is  what  Judaism  asserts;  and  if  the  Jewish  people  con- 
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sent  to  its  truth,  they  are  stamping  themselves,  their  wives, 
and  their  daughters  with  infamy.  The  truth  or  falsehood 
of  the  oral  law  is  not  simply  a  speculative  question,  or  a  ques 
tion  relating  to  their  eternal  interests  in  another  world  ;  it  is  a 
question  deeply  affecting  their  characters  and  their  welfare  at 
present.  It  simply  comes  to  this,  are  all  unlearned  Jews,  that 
is,  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the  people,  to  he  considered 
as  utterly  destitute  of  truth,  honesty,  and  humanity  P  If 
Judaism  be  true,  the  answer  is,  Yes.  Let,  then,  every  Jew, 
rich  or  poor,  learned  or  unlearned,  consider  whether  he  will  still 
profess  a  religion  that  defames  and  insults  the  mass  of  his 
countrymen.  The  character  of  the  nation  is  foully  attacked, 
defamed,  and  vilified,  but  not  by  Gentiles,  not  by  Turk,  Infidel, 
or  Heretic,  but  by  the  Talmud  and  the  Rabbies.  The  on]y 
way  in  which  this  calumny  can  be  met  and  wiped  away,  is,  by 
a  renunciation  of  that  system  which  has  dared  to  utter  it.  If 
there  live  a  Jew  who  has  the  slightest  regard  for  the  honour 
of  the  nation,  he  is  bound  to  protest  aloud  against  the  falsehood 
of  the  oral  law.  That  it  is  false,  requires  no  great  stretch  of 
argument  to  prove.  Every  unlearned  Jew,  who  is  conscious 
that  he  is  not  a  liar,  a  rogue,  and  a  murderer,  has  the  proof  in 
his  own  breast,  that  Judaism  is  false.  Every  unlearned  Jew, 
who  duly  honours  and  respects  his  wife  and  daughters,  and 
believes  that  they  are  neither  vermin  nor  beasts,  is  a  witness 
against  the  truth  of  the  oral  law.  Every  one  who  believes  that 
dishonesty  is  contrary  to  the  will  of  God,  and  that  the  murder 
of  the  unlearned  is  unlawful,  has  the  proof  that  that  system 
which  was  imposed  upon  his  lathers,  is  not  from  God. 


No.  LX. 

RECAPITULATION. 

HAVING,  by  the  help  and  mercy  of  God,  brought  those 
papers  to  the  last  number,  we  propose  here  to  sum  up  their 
contents,  and  to  give  a  review  of  the  arguments  which  have 
been  urged.  The  topics  discussed  have  been  very  various,  but 
the  object  in  all  has  been  the  same, — To  show  that  Judaism,  or 
the  religion  of  the  oral  lawr,  is  not  the  old  religion  of  Moses 
and  the  Prophets,  but  a  new  and  totally  different  system, 
devised  by  designing  men,  and  unworthy  of  the  Jewish  people. 
That  Judaism  is  identical  with  the  religion  of  the  oral  law 
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was  proved  in  the  first  number  by  an  appeal  to  the  highest 
possible  authority,  the  Prayer-book  of  the  synagogue,  which  is 
not  only  formed  in  obedience  to  the  directions  of  the  oral  law, 
but  declares  expressly  that  the  Talmud  is  of  Divine  authority. 
So  long,  therefore,  as  that  Prayer-book  is  the  ritual  of  the 
synagogue,  the  worshippers  there  must  be  considered  as 
Talmudists,  believers  in  all  the  absurdities,  and  advocates  of 
all  the  intolerance  of  that  mass  of  tradition.  That  this  is  no 
misrepresentation  and  no  unfounded  conclusion  of  our  own, 
appears  from  the  latest  book  published  in  this  country  by  a 
member  of  the  Jewish  persuasion.  Joshua  Van  Oven,  Esq., 
has,  in  his  "  Introduction  to  the  Principles  of  the  Jewish 
Faith,"  a  chapter,  headed  JUDAISM,  which  begins  thus, — 
"  The  Jewish  religion,  or  Judaism,  is  founded  solely  on  the 
law  of  Moses,  so  called  from  its  having  been  brought  down  by 
him  from  Mount  Sinai.  With  the  particulars  of  these  laws  he 
had  been  inspired  by  the  Almighty  during  the  forty  days  he 
remained  on  the  mount,  after  receiving  the  Ten  Command 
ments  ;  these  he  afterwards  embodied  in  the  sacred  volume, 
known  and  accepted  as  the  written  law,  and  called  the  Penta 
teuch,  or  the  Five  Books  of  Moses,  contained  in  the  volume 
we  term  the  Bible.  We  also,  from  the  same  source,  receive,  as 
sacred  and  authentic,  a  large  number  of  traditions  not  commit 
ted  to  writing,  but  transmitted  by  word  of  mouth  down  to 
later  times ;  without  which  many  enactments  in  the  Holy  Bible 
could  not  have  been  understood  and  acted  upon ;  these,  termed 
traditional  or  oral  laws,  were  collected  and  formed  into  a 
volume  called  the  '  Mishna,'  by  Itabbi  Jehudah  Hakodesh, 
A.M.  4150.  In  addition  to  this,  we  are  guided  by  the  ex 
plications  of  the  later  schools  of  pious  and  learned  rabbies, 
constituting  what  in  now  known  by  the  name  of  the  Talmud,  or 
Gemara"  '* 

Nothing  can  be  more  explicit  than  this  avowal.  A  learned 
and  pious  Jew  of  the  nineteenth  century  honestly  avows  that 
Judaism  is  the  religion  of  the  Talmud ;  and  upon  this  principle 
we  have  examined  Judaism,  and  compared  it  with  Moses  and 
the  Prophets,  and  the  result  of  this  comparison  is — 

I.  THAT  JUDAISM  is  A  FALSE  RELIGION. 

The  premises,  from  which  we  draw  this  conclusion,  are— 

I.  That  the  oral  law  is  altogether  destitute  of  external 
fvidence.  To  establish  the  authority  of  the  oral  law,  it  is 
absolutely  necessary  to  prove  a  succession  of  Sanhedrins  from 
the  time  of  Moses  to  that  of  Rabbi  Jehudah,  or  at  the  least 
an  unbroken  chain  of  tradition.  But  it  has  been  proved,  in 
Nos.  xliii.  and  xliv.,  that  there  was  no  such  thins:  as  a 
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Sanhcdrin  until  after  the  Greek  conquest  of  Judea,  and  in 
No.  xlv.,  that  there  is  no  continuous  chain  of  tradition.  The 
only  evidence,  therefore,  which  could  beget  faith  in  the  mind 
of  a  reasonable  man  is  wanting. 

2.  The  oral  law  itself  is  full  of  manifest  fables.     This  has 
been  proved  almost  in  every  number,  but  particularly  from 
Nos.  xvii. — xxi.,  where  the   fables  selected  are  such  as   are 
particularly  noticed  in  the  prayers  of  the  synagogue.     No  one 
can  doubt  that  the  stories  about  Leviathan  and  Behemoth — of 
Adam's    singing  the   92d  Psalm    after   a  conversation  with 
Cain — of  the  river  Sambation— of  the  experiment  made  by 
Turnus  Rufus  to  raise  his  father — of  Mount  Sinai  having  been 
turned,   like   a  tub,    over  the   Israelites — of    the   descent   of 
600,000  angels  to  crown  the  Israelites — of  the  people's  travel 
ling  240  miles  backwards  and  forwards  during  the  delivery  of 
the  Ten  Commandments,  &c.,  &c., — are  all  downright  fables, 
not  a  whit  more  authentic  than  similar  stories  contained  in  the 
Koran,   or   the  Arabian  Nights'   Entertainments.     Any   one 
fable  would  be  sufficient  to  overturn  the  credit  of  the  oral  law, 
but  what  are  we  to  think  of  the  host  of  downright  falsehoods 
here  enumerated  ? 

3.  It  is  directly  subversive  of  the  state  of  things  established  in 
the  written  law.     Moses  appointed  the  priests,  the  sons  of  Levi, 
as  the  religious  teachers  of  Israel.     The  oral  law  has  ousted 
them  altogether  from  their  office,  as  was  shown  in  No.  xli. 

4.  The  oral  law  encourages  those  Heathen  superstitions  ex 
pressly  forbidden  by  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  such  as  magic, 
astrology,  amulets/  and  charms,  as  is  shown  from  Nos.  xxii. 
— xxvi. 

5.  The  oral  law  loosens  the  moral  obligations.     It  teaches 
men  how  to  evade  the  Divine  commandments,  as  was  shown 
in  Nos.  xi.,  xiv.,  and  xv.     It  allows  dispensation  from  oaths, 
as  proved  in  Nos.  Ivi.  and  Ivii.     It  allows  men  to  retain  what 
they  know  does  not  belong  to  them,  if  it  only  belongs  to  a 
Gentile  (p.  18),  or  to  an  unlearned  Jew,  as  appears  from  No. 
lix.     It  sanctions  the  murder  of  the  unlearned. 

6.  It  leads  men  to  put  trust  in  mere  external  acts  as  a  com 
pensation  for    moral   delinquencies.     The  washing   of  hands 
(No.   x.) — the    external   sanctifieation    of   the   Sabbath   (No. 
xxix.) — the  blowing  of  the  cornet  at  the  new  year  (No.  xxxiv.) 
— the  rite  of  circumcision  (No.  Iviii.),  &c.,  &rc.,  are  represented 
as  sufficient  to  save  wicked  men  from  the  just  punishment  of 
their  misdeeds. 

7.  Though  called  an  oral  law,  because  not  written  with  ink, 
it  is  really  written  in  blood.     For  the  most  trifling  offences  it 
sentences  the  offender  to  be  flogged  (Nos.  xiii.  and  liii.) — for 
the  transgression   of  the   rabbinic   commands  respecting  the 
Sabbath,  it  awards  the  sentence  of  death  (No.  xxvii.)— and, 
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by  its  laws  respecting  the  killing  and  cooking  meat  (Nos. 
xlix. — liv.),  it  prevents  the  poor  from  getting  food  for  them 
selves  and  their  children. 

8.  It   degrades    the  female   sex,  by   permitting   polygamy 
(No.  xlvii.) — by  permitting  divorce  on  the  most   trifling  pre 
text  (No.  xlviii.) — by  declaring  women  incompetent  to  give 
evidence — by  excluding  them  from  the  public  worship  of  God 
— and  by  teaching  that  they  are  under  no  obligation  to  learn 
the  revealed  will  of  their  Creator  (No.  iii.). 

9.  It  oppresses  and  insults  slaves,  by  forbidding  them  to  be 
instructed  in  the  law  (No.  iii.),  and  by  placing  them,  when 
dead,  on  a  level  with  brutes  (No.  lv.). 

10.  It   is   a  persecuting   and  intolerant   system.      It   gives 
every  rabbi  the  power  of  excommunicating  the  Jews   (No. 
xxxi.),  and  it  commands  the  conversion  of  all  the  Gentile 
nations  by  the  sword  (No.  vi.). 

11.  It  forbids   the   exercise    of   the   commonest  feelings   of 
humanity  to  those  whom  it  calls  idolaters.     It  will  not  permit 
a  drowning  idolater  to  be  helped,  nor  a  perishing  idolater  to  be 
rescued,  nor  an  idolatrous  woman  in  travail  to  be  delivered 
(Nos.  iv.  and  v.). 

12.  It  leaves  those   Gentiles  who  are  not  idolaters  without 
religion.     It   teaches   that  they  are   not  commanded  to   love 
God,   and  breaks  up  all  the   happiness   of  domestic   life,    by 
asserting    that   amongst    Gentiles    there    is    no    such    thing 
as  marriage  (No.  viii.).     For  these  and  other  reasons  which 
might  be   adduced,  we  believe  that  Judaism   is   contrary   to 
the  religion  of  Moses  and  the  Prophets — that  it  has  not  "pro 
ceeded  from  God,  but  is  the  mere  invention  of  men,  and  there 
fore  false. 

II.  From  these  premises  we  have  concluded,  secondly, 
THAT  JUDAISM  HAS  FOR  ITS  AUTHORS  WICKED  MEN,  UNWORTHY 
OF  CREDIT.  One  of  the  most  daring  acts  of  wickedness,  that 
can  be  committed  is  to  invent  laws  and  principles,  and  pass 
them  off  as  the  laws  of  God.  Every  degree  of  wilful  falsehood 
is  sinful ;  but  to  forge  Divine  laws,  and  impose  upon  the 
consciences  of  men,  is  the  most  daring  of  all  wickedness,  for  it 
not  only  deceives  men,  but  it  dishonours  God.  The  Divine 
Being  is  represented  as  the  author  of  principles  and  practices 
which  are  abhorred  by  the  good  even  amongst  men.  Is  it 
j)ossible  that  those  men  could  be  good,  who  invented  the 
fables  of  which  we  have  spoken  above — or  who  overturned  the 
Mosaic  constitution  for  the  purposes  of  personal  aggrandise 
ment—or  who  teach  that  oaths  may  be  broken  with  impunity 
— or  that  men  may  keep  what  does  not  belong  to  them — o*r 
that  unlearned  men  may  be  murdered  without  ceremony — or 
that  it  is  lawful  to  look  upon  the  agonies  and  pain  of  nu 
idolater  without  rendering  him  any  assistance  or  feeling  any 
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pity?  If  falsehood,  perjury,  dishonesty,  cruelty,  and  inhu 
manity,  constitute  men  wicked,  then  the  authors  of  the  oral 
law  are  wicked  men,  and  altogether  unworthy  of  credit.  And 
therefore  we  conclude — 

III.  THAT  THEIR  TESTIMONY  AGAINST  CHRISTIANITY  is  OF 
NO  VALUE.  Many  Jews  of  the  present  day  reject  Christianity 
simply  because  the  rulers  of  the  nation  rejected  the  Lord  Jesus 
Christ.  But  the  discoveries  which  we  have  made  of  the 
principles  and  practices  of  these  men  show,  that  there  is  no 
force  whatever  in  this  argument.  Their  testimony  against 
Jesus  of  Nazareth  is  not  to  bo  trusted  any  more  than  Maho 
met's  testimony  against  the  fidelity  of  the  Jewish  nation  in 
preserving  the  Scriptures.  This  impostor  says,  that  the  Jews 
have  corrupted  the  Old  Testament,  but  no  one  believes  the 
charge,  because  he  has  been  convicted  himself  of  forging 
revelations  and  laws.  The  authors  of  the  oral  law  have  been 
convicted  of  the  same  offence,  and  their  testimony  must  be 
rejected  for  the  very  same  reason.  They  have  passed  off  their 
own  inventions  as  Divine  laws — they  have  taught  their  absurd 
legends  as  undoubted  matters  of  fact — they  are  plainly  con 
victed  of  falsehood,  and  the  only  alternative  is  to  say  that  these 
falsehoods  are  wilful,  and  then  the  men  who  witness  against 
Christianity  are  wilful  liars,  or  to  confess  that  the  authors 
were  mail,  and  therefore  incompetent  to  give  any  testimony. 
In  every  case  they  must  be  regarded  as  propagaters  of  false 
hood.  But  falsehood  is  not  the  only  trait  in  their  character; 
they  were  interested  in  their  testimony  against  Jesus:  they 
were  his  personal  enemies,  because  he  opposed  their  preten 
sions  and  condemned  all  their  inventions.  "They  had,  therefore, 
a  strong  motive  for  condemning  him,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
their  character  to  lead  us  to  suppose  that  their  love  of  justice 
would  prevail  over  their  private  feelings.  When  the  general 
tenour  of  a  man's  conduct  is  evidently  the  result  of  upright 
principle,  it  is  possible  to  believe  that  he  would  be  just  even  to 
an  enemy.  When  a  man's  whole  life  has  been  distinguished 
by  tender  compassion,  it  is  possible  to  believe  that  he  would 
not  be  cruel  even  to  a  foe.  But  neither  supposition  holds  good 
with  respect  to  the  authors  of  the  oral  law.  They  do  not  even 
profess  integrity,  for  they  teach  that  it  is  lawful  to  defraud  an 
unlearned  man — they  declare,  by  their  permission  to  kill  an 
Amhaaretz,  that  they  had  no  value  for  human  life.  If  they 
were  capable  of  murdering  in  cold  blood  a  man  who  had  never 
offended  them,  simply  because  he  did  not  belong  to  their  party, 
is  it  to  be  wondered  at  that  they  should  endeavour  to  destroy 
one  who  who  was  a  direct  opposer  ?  The  condemnation  of  the 
Lord  Jesus  Christ  by  such  men  is  not  only  no  argument 
against  his  character  or  claims,  but  even  an  argument  in  his 
favour.  It  is  a  decisive  proof  that  he  did  not  belong  to  their 
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party,  and  that,  therefore,  there  are  not  the  same  objections  to 
his  testimony  as  to  theirs.  The  Jews  of  the  present  day,  there 
fore,  must  find  some  other  reasons  for  rejecting  Jesus  of 
Nazareth.  The  conduct  of  their  great  and  learned  men  at  the 
time  can  supply  no  warrant  for  unbelief  at  present :  it  is,  on 
the  contrary,  a  sort  of  presumptive  evidence  that  He  was  a  good 
man.  And  this  presumption  is  much  strengthened  by  com 
paring  the  oral  law  with  the  New  Testament,  whereby  we 
learn — 

IV.  THAT  IN  ALL  THOSE  POINTS  WHERE  THEORAL  LAW  is 
WEAK,  THE  NEW  TESTAMENT  is  STRONG.  In  the  first  place,  it 
is  entirely  free  from  all  fabulous  additions  to  the  Old  Testa 
ment  history.  It  recognises  the  authority,  and  frequently 
cites  the  writings,  of  Moses  and  the  Prophets,  but  it  is  never, 
like  the  Talmud,  guilty  of  forgeries.  Neither  Jesus  nor  his 
disciples  pretended  to  have  an  oral  interpretation  of  the  law, 
unknown  to  the  people  at  large,  and  therefore  capable  of  being 
twisted  to  their  own  purposes.  They  referred  simply  to  the 
written  word,  and  by  it  desired  to  have  all  their  doctrines 
judged.  In  the  second  place,  it  is  free  from  all  superstitious 
doctrines  concerning  magic,  astrology,  and  other  heathenish 
arts.  It  does  not  allow  absolution  from  oaths,  nor  mark  out 
any  class  of  society  as  the  lawful  victims  of  fraud  and  violence. 
It  is  merciful  to  the  poor  and  to  slaves.  It  teaches  that  the 
souls  of  women  are  as  precious  in  the  sight  of  God  as  those  of 
men.  It  forbids  polygamy,  and  allows  divorce  only  in  one 
case  where  it  is  necessary,  and  thus  protects  the  weaker  sex, 
and  guards  the  sacredness  and  the  happiness  of  domestic  life. 
It  differs  especially  from  the  oral  law  in  its  estimation  of  ex 
ternal  rites,  and  thus  gives  the  strongest  evidence  of  its  Divine 
origin.  If  there  lie  one  sign  of  true  religion  more  satisfactory 
tban  another,  it  is  the  placing  of  holiness  of  heart  and  life  as 
the  first  great  requisite,  at  the  same  time  that  it  does  not  un 
dervalue  any  of  God's  commands.  Now  this  mark  Christianity 
has,  and  Judaism  wants.  The  former  teaches  expressly,  That 
without  holiness  no  man  shall  see  the  Lord,  and  that  for  the 
want  of  it  no  external  ceremonies  can  compensate.  Further, 
Christianity  knows  of  no  violent  methods  of  propagating  the 
truth.  It  nowhere  tells  its  followers,  when  they  have  the 
power,  to  compel  all  men  to  embrace  its  doctrines,  or  to  put 
them  to  death  if  they  refuse.  It  has  not  a  criminal  code 
written  in  blood,  and  prescribing  floggings  of  rebellion,  or  even 
death,  for  a  mere  ceremonial  ofi'ence.  It  does  not  allow  each 
individual  teacher  to  torment  the  people  by  excommunication 
and  anathema  at  his  pleasure.  And  lastly,  it  does  not  misre 
present  God  as  an  unjust  and  partial  judge,  who  confines  the 
benefits  of  revelation  to  one  small  nation,  and  sentences  the 
overwhelming  majority  of  mankind  to  unholiness  and  unhap- 
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piness.     If  ever  Judaism  should  attain  to  universal  dominion, 
and  the  principles  of  Judaism  be  brought  into  action,  the  whole 
Gentile  world  would  be  doomed  to  misery  and  ignorance.     By 
pronouncing-  that  amongst  Gentiles  there  is  no  marriage-tie,  it 
would  rob  them  of  all  domestic  peace.     By  sentencing  every 
Gentile  reader  of  the  Bible  to  death,  it  would  deprive  them  of 
all  the  consolations  arid  instructions  of  the  Word  of  God,  and 
by  forbidding  them  to  keep  a  Sabbath,  it  would,  so  far  as  it 
could,    annihilate    every    token    of    God's    care    and    loving- 
kindness.     The  triumph  of  Christianity,  on  the  contrary,  and 
the  full  development  of  all  its  principles,  would  fill  the  world 
with  peace,  and  joy,  and  happiness.     The  fundamental  prin 
ciples  of  Christianity,  namely,  that  the  Messiah  has  died  for 
the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  sets  forth  God  as  the  tender 
father  who  cares  for  all  his  children,  and  therefore  teaches  all 
men  to  regard  one  another  as  fellow-heirs  of  the  same  eternal 
salvation.     It  does  not  deny  that  Israel  has  peculiar  privileges 
as  a  nation,  but  fully  acknowledges  that  "they  are  still  beloved 
for  the  fathers'  sakes,"  and  that  they  are  yet  to  be  the  benefac 
tors  of  the  human  race  as  they  were  of  old.     But  it  asserts,  at 
the   same   time,  that  God  is  not  the  God  of  the  Jews   only, 
but  of  the  Gentiles  also,  and  thus  makes  it  possible  for  Jew 
and  Gentile  to  love  each  other.     The  only  foundation  for  the 
peace  and  unity  of  all  nations  is  the  recognition  of  God  as  the 
Father  of  all,  and  this  foundation  is  the  very  corner-stone  of 
Christianity,  whilst  it  neither  does  nor  can  form  any  part  of 
the  fabric  of  Judaism.     Christianity  teaches  that  the  first  and 
great   commandment  is,  Thou  shalt  love  the  Lord  thy  God 
with  all  thy  heart ;  and  the  second  is,  Thou  shalt  love  thy 
neighbour  as  thyself;  and  teaches,  at  the  same  time,  that  all 
men  are  our  neighbours.     Judaism  teaches  that  circumcision  is 
the  greatest  of  all  the  commandments,  and  that  none  but  Jews 
and  proselytes  are  neighbours.     Thus  Judaism  divides,  whilst 
Christianity  tends  to  unite,  all  the  children  of  men  in  the 
bands  of  peace.     It  has  only  one  principle  of  God's  dealings  to 
men,  and  that  principle  is  love  ;  and  one  principle  for  the  guid 
ing  of  man's  conduct  to  men,  and  that  is  love  also.     Let  not 
the  Jewish  reader  think  that  we  Gentiles  wish  to  ascribe  any 
merit  to  ourselves,  as  if  by  our  own  wit  or  wisdom  we  had 
found  out  a  religious  system  superior  to  anything  that  Israel 
had  been  able  to  devise.     Far  from  it ;  we  acknowledge  again, 
as  we  did  in  the  first  number,  that  we  are  only  disciples  of  one 
part  of  the  Jewish  nation.     From  the  Jews  Christianity  came 
to  us.     It  has  been  a  light  to  lighten  us  Gentiles,  but  we 
acknowledge  its  Divine  Author  as  the  glory  of  his  people  Israel. 
All  we  mean  by  instituting  the  comparison  is,  to  show  those 
who  still  adhere  to  the  oral  law,  that  there  is  another  Jewish 
religion  infinitely  superior,  and  more  like  that  of  Moses  and 
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the  Prophets.  And  we  appeal  confidently  to  every  reader  of 
these  papers  to  decide  whether  the  New  Testament  or  the 
Talmud  is  the  better  book,  and  to  say  which  is  the  most  agree 
able  to  the  will  of  God  as  revealed  to  their  forefathers.  We 
earnestly  call  upon  them  to  make  the  decision,  and  to  deliver 
themselves  from  that  unmerited  weight  of  odium  which  has 
rested  upon  them  for  centuries  ;  and  from  that  still  more 
dreadful  evil,  the  displeasure  of  Almighty  God,  which  has 
followed  them  ever  since  they  forsook  the  Old  Paths  wherein 
their  fathers  walked. 

It  is  time  for  those,  at  least,  who  profess  to  abhor  certain 
parts  of  the  Talmud  and  oral  law,  to  justify  their  professions 
by  consistent  conduct.  If  they  wish  people  to  believe  them 
when  they  profess  love  and  charity  towards  all  men.  they  must 
begin  by  repudiating  the  authority  of  the  oral  law,  and  re 
nouncing  the  worship  of  the  synagogue.  How  can  we  possibly 
believe  that  those  are  sincere  in  their  professions  to  men,  who 
declare  that  they  are  insincere  in  their  worship  of  the  heart- 
searching  God  ?  Every  man  who  uses  the  prayers  of  the  syna 
gogue,  there  confesses  himself  to  God  as  a  believer  in  the  oral 
law,  and  consequently  ready  to  execute  all  its  decrees  of  cruelty, 
fraud,  and  persecution — ready,  when  he  has  the  power,  to  con 
vert  all  nations  with  the  sword.  That  is  his  profession  in  the 
synagogue  ;  when,  then,  he  comes  forth  from  the  solemn  act  of 
Divine  worship,  and  tells  me  that  he  is  liberal  and  charitable, 
and  that  he  abhors  persecution,  how  can  I  possibly  believe 
him?  There  is  falsehood  somewhere,  and  the  only  possible 
mode  of  removing  this  appearance  is  by  a  public  renunciation 
of  the  oral  law,  and  an  erasure  of  those  passages  in  the  public 
prayers  which  affirm  its  Divine  authority.  This  all  truly  libe 
ral-minded  Jews  owe  to  themselves,  to  the  Christian  public, 
to  their  brethren,  and,  above  all,  to  their  God.  To  themselves 
they  ewe  it,  because  so  long  as  their  words  and  their  deeds 
contradict  each  other,  a  mist  hangs  over  them.  To  the  Chris 
tian  public  they  owe  it,  for  they  must  naturally  desire  to  know 
the  principles  of  those  with  whom  they  are  connected.  To 
their  brethren  they  owe  it,  for  this  is  the  only  way  of  deliver 
ing  the  nation  from  the  calamities  of  centuries.  To  their  God 
they  owe  it,  for  by  the  blasphemies  of  the  oral  law,  His  charac 
ter  is  misrepresented,  and  His  name  blasphemed. 
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Fasting,  merit  of,  264 
Fire,  not  to  be  extinguished,  102 
Flogging  of  rebellion,  99,  211,  228,  383, 

3S6,  420 
Friday,  Good,  87 
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Gentile,  who  studies  the  law,  guilty  of 

death,  22 
,  who  keeps  a  Sabbath-day,  guilty 

of  death,  22 

,  good  advice  not  to  be  given  to, 

33 

woman  not  to  be  helped  in  child 
bed,  33 

,  not  neighbour,  34 

,  lost  property  not  to  be  restored  I 

to,  35 
,  Daniel  punished  forgiving  good 

advice  to,  33 

who  wishes  to  turn  Jew,  63 

,  a  Jew  not  publicly  to  receive 

alms  from,  306 
,  Sabbath  not  to  be  profaned  to 

save  a  Gentile's  life,  212,  214 

food  regarded  as  carrion,  383 

• food  not  to  be  eaten,  383,  416 

wine  unlawful,  419 

— ,  he  that  steals  from,  only  to  pay 

the  principal,  34 

wine,  to  drink,  worse  than  forni 


cation,  424 
Gentiles,  idolatrous,  to  be  exterminated, 

42 

to  be  converted  by  force,  42 

,  idolatrous,  not  to  be  suffered  in 

the  land  of  Israel,  28 
Gentile,  drowning,  not  to  be  delivered, 

30 
Gentiles,  duties  towards,  24 

not  brethren,  26 

not  neighbours,  26 

not  to  be  greeted  except   from 

fear,  10,  26,  28 
condemned  for  transgressing  the 

command  about  tabernacles,  288 
still  have  the  defilement  of  the 


serpent,  150 

cursing  the,   on  the  feast 


of 


Passover,  120,  121,  122 

,  no  pious,  now,  67 

,  marriage  of,  not  binding,  58 

and  dogs,  107 

Gershom,  R.,  anathema  by,  366 
Hands,  laying  on  of,  328 
,  washing  of,  71 

Heathen,  who  are  not  in  a  state  of  sal 
vation.  5 

High  Priest,  an  unlearned  man,  7 
Hilchoth  Accum,  28,  33 

Avadim,  21  . 

Avel,  428 

Berachoth,  71,  73 

Deoth,  113 

Genevah,  34 

Gezelah,  34 

• Girushin,  375 

Gittin,  374 

• lorn  Tov,  116 

Ishuth,  366 

Issure  Biah,  64 

Kiddush  Hachodesh,  100 

Maakaloth  Asuroth,  419 

Mamrim,  335 

Matt'noth  Aniim,  304 


Hilchoth  Megillah,  48 

Mikvaoth,  72 

M'lachim,  22,  25 

P'riah  u'r'viah,  7 

Rotzeach,  32,  33 

Sanhedrin,  172,  342 

Sh'vuoth,  436 

Taanith,  216 

Talmud  Torah,  17,  148 

T'phillah,  2,  128 

T'shuvah,  4,  247 

Hillel,  the  elder,  187 

Holyday,  how  to  make  fire  on,  106 

Holydays,  additional,  prescribed  by  the 
rabbies,  98,  101 

Jeremiah  unjustly  condemned,  13 

Jewish-German,  283 

Jews  persecuted  in  Spain  and  Portugal, 
42 

Illegitimate,  a  learned  man  takes  pre 
cedence  of  High  Priest,  7 

Intolerance,  Talmudic,  28 — 39 

loma,  19 

Jonathan,  son  of  Uzziel,  187 

Jost's  history,  125 

Isaac,  merit  of  offering,  271 

Jubilee,  year  of,  66 

Judaism  the  religion  of  the  oral  law,  2 

and   of   the  Jewish   Prayer- 
book,  2 

and  Christianity  cannot  both 


be  true,  3 

a  false  religion,  465 

its  authors  wicked  men,  4C.7 


Judgment,  Rabbinic,  idea  of  the  final, 

287 

Karo,  R.  Joseph,  17 
K'hillath  Shlomoh,  282 
Kiddushin,  19 
Kimchi,  93 

Leaven,  putting  away  of,  80 
Legends,  127—167 
Levi,  family  of,  still  known,  312 
,   privileges  of,  in  the  synagogue, 

313 

— -,  David,  134 
Leviathan,  legend  of,  128,  £c. 
Levites,  scriptural  privileges  of,  311 
Liberty,  religious,  first  taught  by  Jesus 

Christ,  46 
Luck,  good,  182 

Magic  allowed  by  Talmud,  168—174 
Maimonides,  25,  et  passim 
.ntolerance,  26 


Meat,  lawful  and  unlawful,  397 

• in  milk,'  laws  concerning,  404 

contrary  to  Scripture,  404,  405 

Medrast.  Rabba,  153 
Merit  of  ancestors,  285 
Merit,  doctrine  of,  247,  &c. 
Messiah,  already  come,  387 
Miracles,  Rabbinic,  203 
Mishna,  recognised  in  Jewish  Prayer- 
book,  3 

Mixture,  Rabbinic,  command  of,  116 
Muktzeh,  103 
Napoleon,  24 
New  Year,  Jewish,  247 


INDEX. 


JTo 


New  Year,  judgment  at,  247 

,  prayers  for,  264 

,    merit    and    advantage    of 

blowing  the  horn  on,  266 

Noachidae,  2.r>,  41 

,  who  they  are,  55 

,  seven  commandments  of,  56 

,  may  transgress  command 
ments,  57 

• ,  murderer  of,  not  to  be  put 

to  death,  62 

unintentionally    killing    a 


Jew,  to  be  put  to  death,  61 

,  when  received,  67 

-,  how  received,  68 


Oral  law  opposed  to  the  Word  of  God  in 

duty  to  parents,  9,  10 
,  a  mixed  system  of  good  and 

evil,  16 
,  how  much  time  to  be  devoted 

to  the  study  of,  16 
— ,  women  and  children  not  to 

study,  18 
,  perpetual  and  unchangeable, 

53 

,  precepts  of,  given  to  Moses, 


Oaths,  Rabbinic  dispensation  from, 
435.  450 

Parable  of  GoodSamaritan  illustrated,29 

Parents,  if  in  captivity,  to  be  redeemed 
after  the  Rabbi,  9 

,    duty  to,   according    to   oral 

law,  9 

Passover,  rites  of,  79 

,  Christ  our,  91 

,  four  cups  of,  96 

Pentecost  prayers,  145 

Pesachim,  treatise,  6 

Pharisees,  enemies  of  the  Lord  Jesus,  9 
,  bad  men,  8 

Physician,  Jewish,  not  to  cure  idola 
ters,  33 

Pirke,  Eieazer,  137 

Planets,  175 

Polygamy,  allowed,  366 

Poor,  Rabbinic,  oppression  of  the,  97 

,  Rabbinic  religion  not  for  the,  237 

,  Rabbinic  cruelty  to,  414,  429 

Power,  Rabbinic,  to  excommunicate, 
239 

Prayer-book,  Jewish,  acknowledges  and 
teaches  the  authority  of  the  Talmud, 
2,  3 

.  ,  Jewish,  full  of  legends, 

127—167 

Priests,  scriptural  office  of,  310 

Proselytes,  sojourning,  26 
,  how  to  be  instructed,  63 

,  baptism  of,  304 

Purgatory,  Rabbinic,  296 

Purim,  feast  of,  47 

Rabbi,  duty  to,  goes  before  duty  to 
parents,  9,  10 

,  fear  of,  as  the  fear  of  God,  11 

,  reverence  due  to,  15 

,  whosoever  despises  a,  to  be  ex 
communicated,  15 


Rabbi,  not  to  forgive  a  public  affront, 
213 

,  method  of  creating  a,  328 

Rabbies  not  agreed,  399,  400 
Rabbinic  charity,  112 

evasion,  107,  110 

order,  novelty  of,  328 

power  to  excommunicate,  239 

I •  acknowledgments  that   Mes 
siah  is  born,  389—393 

j  Ramban,  142 
Rome  called  Edom,  123 

I  Rosh  Hashanah,  298 

:  Saadiah  Gaon,  162 

;  Sabbath,  unlawful  for  a  Gentile  to  keep 

\      a,  22 

\ f  ]aws  of,  104,  114—119 

,  spirits  cannot  be  cited  on,  141 

,  damned  have  rest  on,  141 

;  Sabbath-day,  amulets  on,  184 
Sabbath,  laws  concerning,  285—230 

,  lamp,  reward  for,  229 

•,  moving  things  on,  232 

,  merit  of  keeping  the,  224 

~,  jurisdictions,  232 

Salvation,  who  are  excluded  from,  by 

the  oral  law,  4 
Sambation,  139 
Sanhedrin,  not  infallible,  8 

,  great  council  of,  168 

— ,  members  of,  magicians,  168 

• understood    seventy    lan 
guages,  168 

,  all  handsome  men,  171 

•. ,  pillar  of  the  oral  law,  335 

,   a  later,   may  reverse   the 

decision  of  a  former,  335 

•„   not   a   Divine  institution, 

337 

,  of  Greek  origin,  341 

,  greater  and  lesser,  343 

,  business  of,  345 

,  death  to  those  who  rebelled 

against,  344 

,  contrary  to  Scripture,  345 

-,  Parisian,  366 


Satan  deceived  by  the  blowing  of  the 

horn  in  the  month  of  Elul,  266 
Scapegoat,  280 

t  Schoolmasters,  Rabbinic,  315 
]  Scripture,  women  not  bound  to  study, 
18 

!  ,  not  to  be  studied  so  much  as 

the  Talmud,  16 

,  when  not  to  be  studied  at  all, 

17 

Sepher  Jetzirah,  181 
Schulchan  Aruch,  7 
Sinai,  163 

Slaughtering,  laws  concerning,  380 
,  laws  of,  396 


Slaves  exempt  from  the  duty  of  study 
ing  the  law  of  God,  17 

I ,  unlawful  to  teach,  21 

j  ,  regarded  as  beasts,  431 

!  Souls  of  all  Israel  at  Sinai,  152 
:  Sotah,  76 

Stars,  influence  of.  175 
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Study  of  the  law  equivalent  to  all  the  | 
commandments,  51 

Tabernacles,  feast  of,  287 

,  merit  of,  287 

,  prayers  for  the  feast  of,  2 

Talmud,  recognised  in  Jewish  Prayer-  I 
book,  3 

,  legends  of,  128,  1G7 

Tradition,  Rabbinic  argument  for  over 
throw,  11 
,  no  unbroken  train  of,  350 

Treatise   Avodah  Zarah,  291 

Bava  Bathra,  187 

Berachoth,  161 

Gittin,  192 

Moed  Karon,  175 

Shnbbath,  157 

Succah,  180 

Z'vachin,  150 

Turnus  Rufus,  140,  216 
Unlearned  man,  lawful  to  kill,  6 
,  the  wives  and  daughters  of, 

not  to  be  taken  as  wives,  6 

,  to  be  accounted  as  beasts,  6 

,  man,  unlawful  for,  to  eat 

meat,  7 
Van   Oven,   Joshua,   Esq.,   Manual  of 

Judaism,  465 
Venus  planet,  177 


Washing  of  hands,  71 

,  to  neglect,  as  bad  as 

fornication,  76 

1  who  neglects,  excom 
municated,  75 

Wine,  Gentile,  unlawful,  419 

Woman,  insane,  to  be  turned  out,  377 

Women,  exempt  from  the  duty  to  study 
the  law,  17 

do  not  receive  the  same  reward 

as  a  man,  18 

not  to  be  taught  the  law,  18 

-,  minds  of,   not  equal  to  the 


study  of  the  law,  18 

-,  command  of  Moses,  respect 


ing.  21 
,  duties  of,  prescribed  in  New 

Testament,  22 

,  Rabbinic  degradation  of,  359 

cannot  give  testimony,  360 

not  regarded  as  part   of  the 

congregation,  361 
World    to    come,    who    are    excluded 

from,  4 

,  all  Israel  has  a  share 


Rabbinic    opinions 


in,  64 


about, 
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